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PREFACE. 


ov yap €v Ady 7 Bacireta TOU Geod ANN’ ev Svvdper.—tl Cor. iv. 20. ° 
...€kaotos b€ BrereTw Tas erotxkoSopet.—l Cor, iii. 10. 
0 dé Nowrov Cynreiras ev Tots oikovopots iva TLoTOs TLs EvpeOH.—I1 Cor. iy. 2. 

1. It is high time that the bubble of codex B should be pricked. 

It had not occurred to me to write what follows until recently. 
I had thought that time would cure the extraordinary Hortian heresy, but 
when I found that after a silence of twenty years my suggestion that 
Hort’s theories were disallowed today only provoked a denial from a 
_ scholar and a critic who has himself disavowed a considerable part of the 
readings favoured by Hort t it seemed time to write a consecutive account - 
of the crooked path pursued by the ms B, which—from ignorance I trow— 
most people still confuse with purity and “ neutrality.” 

I proceed to ‘‘name”’ the aforesaid scholar, since he has challenged 
me. Dr. A. Souter began a review of my ‘Genesis of the Versions’ by 
saying that—‘‘ It is the business of a critic first to destroy his enemy’s 
position before he seeks to build up his own.” 

He ended by expressing gratitude for my collations of Mss as 
such, but added some very strong advice to hold my tongue as regarded 
commenting on the evidence so painfully accumulated, which he and 
others would use—but which I must not use or discuss. He said: “ We 
cannot afford to do without his valuable cooperation in New Testament 
textual criticism, but would suggest that he confine his energies t6 the 
collection and accurate presentation of material, and leave theorizing to 
others, at least meantime.” 

I refuse to be bound by such advice. I demand a fair hearing on 
a subject very near my heart, and with which by close attention for 
many years I have tried to make myself: sufficiently acquainted to be 
able and qualified to discuss it with those few who have pursued a 
parallel course of study. 

I present therefore an indictment against the ms B and against 
Westcott and Hort, subdivided into hundreds of separate counts. I do 


+ When this was written I believed that the Revised text to which Dr. Souter added 
some critical apparatus (published by the Clarendon Press in 1910) really represented his 
views as to the text. He informs me, however, that I am mistaken, and that he favours 
practically the whole text of Hort. Yet I prefer to allow to stand what I have written 
aboye, because Dr. Souter withholds in his notes in certain places (e.g. John xiii. 18 as 

‘to rivas pro ods) the evidence of B al. upon which the readings of Hort were founded, 
and which the Revisers rejected in those places. The inference is obvious and almost 
indubitable that Dr. Souter must agree with the. Revisers against Westcott and Hort in 
such places, or he would have given the alternative readings and the evidence for them 
in his notes, 
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not believe that the jurymen who will ultimately render a verdict have ever 
had the matter presented to them formally, legally, and in proper detail. 

A comparative study of the Versions has been made but by few. 
Tischendorf did the best he could, but often neglects a Latin Ms or 
the Aethiopic version when, for instance, standing alone with &. In 
such cases N appears to be the only witness, but has support. 
Mr. Horner’s apparatus in his edition of the Gospels in the Sahidic 
dialect has some improvements on ‘Tischendorf, but he has also 
overlooked many important little keys. 

I have endeavoured to bring out other points of vital interest for 
a full and complete understanding of the matter. 

Many errors of omission may yet be found in my own apparatus. 
I do not ask the critics to favour me with corrections of manifest slips, 
or of a printer’s error of a Greek accent, or as to whether Schepps 
is spelled Schepps or Schepss. I ask for a categorical answer count 
by count to my indictment of B. J ask for intelligent discussion of how 
it would have been possible for an ‘‘ Antiochian ”’ revision to have dis- 
placed certain B readings had they been really genuine. And Lask for 
a proper explanation of certain Egyptian and Alexandrian features 
amounting to clear revision in the text of B and N, if we are to divorce 
them from Alexandria and Egyptian soil where they belong properly. 

I had not intended simultaneously to write out the history of &, 
which I have sketched in Part II. But this was early forced upon 
me, and will I think materially contribute to a proper grasp of the 
problems involved. 

Dr. Souter has said that ‘it is the business of a critic first to destroy 
his enemy’s position,’ but I beg to observe that the enemy, under deepest 
cover of night, has already abandoned several important positions. And 
there is such a thing as a flanking movement which compels retirement or 
surrender without striking a more direct blow in front. Thirty years and 
more have been allowed for them to retire in good order. If the finale 
is to ke a rout and a “‘sauve qui peut,” it is not owing to lack of patience 
on the part of the other side. But it will be owing to apathy, to 
unfaithfulness, to pride, to incomplete examination of documentary 
evidence, and to an overweening haste to establish the ‘ true” text 
without due regard to scientific foundations. 

If now I throw some bombs into the inner citadel, it is because from 
that Keep there continues to issue a large amount of ignorant iteration of 
Hort’s conclusions, without one particle of proof that his foundation 
theory is correct. 

It is impossible to reproduce or restore the text of Origen. Origen 
had no settled text.t A reference to the innumerable places where he is 


{ This is strong language, but compare Mark xi. 1/12, where Origen at different 
timcs employs two different recensions without seeming to observe it. 
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upon both sides of the question, as set forth in detail herein, will show this 
clearly. Add the places where he is in direct opposition to 8 and B, and 
we must reconsider the whole position, pending which a return to 
Weitstein’s text might be an improvement. 

I ask for a patient hearing of what must take a considerable time 
in the telling (although I have condensed the matter as much as seemed 
possible), while I proceed to sing the Death-song of B as a neutral text. 


2. Now as to the supposed Antioch revision, and as to an Egyptian 
revision, history is very silent. I know of no book where the matter 
is succinctly sketched except ‘The Introduction to the Old Testament 
in Greek,’ by Dr. Swete (1900). Here (p. 78 seq) Dr. Swete distin- 
guished between the later and the earlier Hesychius, and seems to 
accept as probable that Phileas and Hesychius (the earlier) at the end 
of the third century, with or without Pachymius and Theodore, engaged 
in Egypt in a revision of the Greek New Testament scriptures as well 
as of the Old Testament. And it is to be assumed that St. Jerome 
was referring to this Hesychius as to a revision possibly of both 
Testaments. The Decret. Gelasii to which Dr. Swete refers (p. 79) 
speaks of an Hesychius, but of whom it is difficult to judge as the date of 
the Decr. is uncertain.t| But whether the labours of the earlier Hesychius 
and of Phileas may not be involved in the charge, some things in the 
following pages seem to suggest, and possibly the labours of the several 
men of the name of Hesychius were somewhat confused in later times. 

As to Lucian, with or without Dorotheus, and his presumed revision 
of the Scriptures at Antioch, probable as this may be, we are agaiti in 
a difficulty: This Lucian died in 312; but he is not the same Lucian 
[circa 120-190] to whom Origen [186-253] refers.as having probably 
altered the Scriptures (contra Celsum ii. ch. xxvil). ‘‘ Now I know of 
no others who have altered the Gospel save the followers of Marcion and 
those of Valentinus and I think also those of Lucian.” 

To Lucian and Hesychius together Jerome refers in his letter to 
Damasus: ‘‘ Praetermitto eos codices quos a Luciano et Hesychio nun- 
cupatos paucorum hominum adserit perversa contentio quibus utique 
_nec in (toto) veteri instrumento post septuaginta interpretes emendare 
quid licuit nec in novo profuit emendasse cum multarum gentium linguis 
scriptura ante translata doceat falsa esse quae addita sunt.” This 
certainly refers to the second Lucian and probably to the first Hesychius. 

In his praefatio ad Paralip. Jerome says: “‘ Alexandria et Aegyptus 
in Septuaginta suis Hesychium laudat auctorem. Constantinopolis usque 
Antiochiam Luciani martyris exemplaria probat. Mediae inter has pro- 
vinciae Palaestinos codices legunt ; quos ab Origene elaboratos Eusebius 


+ As to the date of the Decretum Gelasti itself see article by F. C. Burkitt in 
‘ Journal of Theol. Studies’ for April 1913, p. 470. 
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et Pamphilius vulgaverunt: totusque orbis hac inter se trifaria varietate 
compugnat....” Here he is certainly only referring to the O.T. directly. 

Whether or not Hesychius 1 and Phileas are the ones responsible 
for the Egyptian revision of the New Testament, there was evidently such 
a revision, which is what the following pages are concerned to exhibit. 

I do not deny that Lucian 1 perhaps also revised the New 
Testament about the same time (circa 290 A.D.) at Antioch, and that 
therefore, as Hort allowed, the Textus receptus foundation is synchronous 
as to age with the other forms of text. 

But Ido not see how it is possible to accord to the NB group any 
general neutral base as against the other text, or to see any way out 
of the difficulty except an assumption that the NB group represent this 
Egyptian and Hesychian (1) revision, with traces here and there, it is true, 
of a foundation common to an earlier form shared by both Antiochian 
and Egyptian bases before either revision took place. 

The principal point involved is: ‘‘ Who is responsible for the greater 
revising ?”’ And the answer seems decided that the NB group should 
be given the palm. Otherwise we cannot explain the facts. For it is 
inconceivable that Lucian 11 or anyone else removed what are con- 
sidered such good readings in NB as: 


Matthew vi. 7. uvzroxpitac (pro eOvixor) 

xvll. 15. Kaxws exer (pro Kaxws Tac yet) 
xix. 4, KTicas (pro Troincas) 

xx. 34, oupator (pro ofGarpor) 

xxii. 10. vupder (pro yapos) 


Mark v.36. mapaxoveas (pro axoveas) 
Vil. 4. pavticwvtat (pro Barticwvtar) 
x. 16 Katevroyer (pro evroyer) 


Luke xi. 33. das (pro deyyos) 
xii. 28. apwdiafer (pro awdrevvvar) 
xl. 56. ov odate Soximatew (pro ov doxipatere) 
xxl. 55. mepiayyavtov (pro awavTwr) 
XXIV. 33. 7Oporcpevous (pro cuvnOpoicpevous) 


John iv. 15. dcepyopar (pro epywpar) 
x1. 57. evTodas (pro evtoAny) 
xix. 41. nv tePetpevos (pro eteOn) 


On this ground alone then, however pure or impure, neutral or 
expanded, may be the narrative in the Antiochian or Constantinopolitan 
text, it shows a base in such places free from the ‘“ improvements ”’ 
made in Egypt. 

Until this matter be disproved, and I see not how it can be done 
away with, we must refuse to allow the priority or purity of the NB recen- | 
sion over that of Constantinople and Antioch as to genuine neutral base. 
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My thesis is then that it was B and N and their forerunners with 
Origen who revised the ‘‘ Antioch” text. And that, although there is an 
older base than either of these groups, the ‘‘ Antioch” text is purer in 
many respects, if not “‘ better,” and is nearer the original base than much 
of that in vogue in Egypt. 

I have recently published a fresh collation of Evan 157. I was 
anxious to do this for several reasons, but I was surprised at the 
result ; principally because I found that the text of the ms had, like 
so many others, passed through Egypt at some time and become 
imbued with a good many coptic readings which are of such a nature 
that they could only have been obtained through the agency of a 
graeco-coptic document. 
his matter illustrates our point very thoroughly and very decidedly. 
Where 157 opposes NB and coterie we are to suppose that upon its 
return to Constantinople the archetype of 157 was subjected to a 
rigorous comparison with a standard which caused the removal of all 
the “good” readings of the NB group! Such a thing is unthinkable. 
On the contrary, 157 is a good example of a text full of “‘old” readings 
and having a very ancient base, yet not ‘‘improved”’ on the principles 
of NSB. Bui all this will develop as we proceed with our examination. 


Dr. Souter has said further of me in his review of my ‘ Genesis of 
the Versions,’ ‘‘ It is rhetoric and perhaps something worse to say that 
Hort’s whole classification 1s now admitted to be wrong (p. 387). Mr. 
Hoskier would find it difficult to prove this.” 

In reply to this, I will only say that in the same volume under review 
I had quoted Burkitt and others on this very point, and given their own 
language. But I will be still more precise here and subjoin some of the 
remarks which can be gathered from a rapid glance at the writings of 
Kenyon, Burkitt, and Turner, without mentioning Merx. 


“There remain the ‘ Neutral’ and ‘ Alexandrian’ groups, 2/ we accept 
Hort’s classification.”—Crum and Kenyon, J.T.S. vol. i. p. 432, ‘Of the 
middle-EKgyptian graeco-coptic fragment.’ 


“ Tischendorf’s text is, in my own opinion, right in many places where 
the text of Hort is wrong ; but it is right, as it were, rather because a sort 
of divining instinct, the result of his long acquaintance with his material, 
led him to the truth, than because he had really, at least in the sense that 
Hort and von Soden have done, argued out his principles.”—C. H. Turner, 
J.T.S. vol. xi. p: 183, ‘ Historical Introduction to the Textual Criticism of 
the N.T.’ 

[But Tichendorf “argues out his principles” on every other page 
of his N.T., and although he often follows B against N, it is N as a 
“neutral” text that he is following just where Turner no doubt agrees 
with his critical acumen.—H.C.H. | 
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‘“‘ Some few of these ‘ interpolations ’ may possibly not be interpolations 
at all, but portions of the true text which have fallen out of NB... . 

‘““As soon as the Latinity of the ‘Italan’ group is studied without 
special reference to the type of Greek text represented by the various 
MSS, tt becomes at once evident that Dr. Hort’s classification is unsatis- 
factory. The first blow to it was dealt by Mr. White in his edition 
of q....’—F. C. Burkitt, Texts and Studies, vol. iv. No. 8, ‘The Old 
Latin and the Itala,’ pp. 52 and 55. 


*«The text of Westcott and Hort is practically the text of NB. The 
Old Syriac sometimes supports the true text of the NB family, where NS 
singly or B singly deserts the family to side with a later variation; is it 
not therefore possible, and indeed likely, that in some instances N and B 
may both have deserted the reading which they ought to have followed, 
and that they and not S (= sy7 sim) are inconsistent? That N and B 
occasionally’ [over 8,000 real differences between N and B are recorded 
in the Gospels alone !—H.C.H. | ‘‘ are inconsistent with themselves appears 
certain in several places. Carefully as B is written, now and again it 
presents an ungrammatical reading, which proves on examination to be 
the fragment of a rival variant. Thus at Matt. xxii. 26.... Other 
instances are... . In all these imstances” [Matt. xxi. 31, xxii. 26, 
xxvil. 17, Luke xi. 83, xix. 87] “B presents us with what is evidently 
a doctored text.”—F. C. Burkitt, ‘Ev. da Mepharreshe,’ vol. 11. pp. 233/4. 


Now in the following pages I submit a vast number of other 
instances where B has a doctored text, plainly, indubitably doctored. 
Hort and my side cannot both be right in their estimate of this ‘‘ neutral ”’ 
text. I claim merely that it is not neutral, and may not be followed 
unless standing with strong independent company apart from the other | 
usual “‘ Egyptian” supporters. I had thought von Soden agreed with me, 
but his new text is very eclectic, and I wish to submit my side of the 
question independently of his views. I have had no correspondence with 
him on the subject. Adalbert Merx is decidedly on my side. 


[Norr.—As to Hesychius referred to on p. iii we have really to 
distinguish between four men of this name (and possibly a fifth may lurk 
between them), ; 

Hesychius circa 200 in Egypt. 

Hesychius the Alexandrian and lexicographer ca. 3880. 

Hesychius of Jerusalem stated as ob. 609 by Gregory, but in Gallandius 
vol. xi. Pref. p. vil as ob. in 433 or 486. To this man is 
attributed the Concordance or harmony republished (?) by 
Severus in 513. 

Hesychius of Miletus circa 540, author of an Onomasticon and 
Chronicon. | 
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Tlayra doxyd¢ere * rd kadoy Karéyere.—l Thess. v. 21. 
TiveoOe rpareCirat déxtor.—Apelles Epiph. 
Origen Joh 
Zod yap, pyoly [6 Kipios], dvOpare, rods Adyovs pou ws dpyipioy emi TpareliTdy Kal ws 
xpnuata Soxydoat.—Clemhom. 


_ I suppose that it will readily be conceded that C. H. Turner is 
without question the most brilliant writer on Textual Criticism today. 
It is always a pleasure to read him, and to be carried along in his racy 
and well-balanced style, which shows large mastery of the historical side 
of the problem as far as we have gathered it to-day. But there are 
certain weak points in his argument. I refer particularly to his article 
in the J.T.S. for January 1910, which I think shows a smaller 


} ‘Historical Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament.’ 
V: The Languages of the Early Church; (B) Syriac and the first Syriac Gospels. 

Turner’s two examples in textual criticism (Matt. i. 16 and Luke xiv. 5) are 
distinguished, as usual, by a perfectly lucid view of matters which would surely lead him 
a long way as a helpful master in the science if he would collate certain texts with 
each other and get at the many suggestions for the origin of error which abound when 
the documents themselves are consulted. Thus, as to ovos and wos in Luke xiv. 5-the 
origin of the change may perhaps be referred merely to the propinquity of other words 
with similar commencement or termination. If he will turn up the Codex Sinaiticus 
the following will be found : 

CENKAIANOKPIOlc 


MPOCAYTONEINEN 
TINOCYMWNONoco 
HBOYCEIC@PEAPNE 


At first sight it looks as if the corrector had misplaced YC (YIOC) over the wrong 
ON, but he is apparently correcting avroy to avrovs. It is possible that a similar change ‘ 
where YC was written by mistake over the wrong ON (in ONOC) led to the trouble. 


Now if we turn to B: AYTONKAIANEAYCEN 
KAINPOCAYTOYCEINE 
TINOCYMWNYIOCHBOYe 
EICGPEAPNECEITAIK 


we find vos comes below avrovs, as in N ovvs comes below avrov, Hence there was a 
possibility of error oculi in both places, making for vos in one and ovos in the other. 
A faint or interlined original therefore may be the cause of the trouble, as we see from 
syr cu’s conflation. 

» Note further that AS and U have OYIOC, retaining an O, while D’s zpoBaroy is 
faithfully reproduced in d OVIS (ovis et bobis). We may even hazard that OVIS might 
have influenced ONOC in that dim y;eriod when “ Western”’ and ‘‘ Alexandrian ” texts 
were linking up. ; 
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acquaintance with the testimony of the mss themselves than I expected 
to find in his writings. 

On yp. 183/4 he says ‘‘ Hort was the last and perhaps the ablest of 
a long line of editors of the Greek Testament, commencing in the 
eighteenth century, who very tentatively at first, but quite ruthlessly 
in the end, threw over the later in favour of the earlier Greek MSS: AND 
THAT ISSUE WILL NEVER HAVE TO BE TRIED AGAIN. In Hort’s hands 
this preference for the earlier mss was pushed to its most extreme 
COWIE. stoi | 

This sentence seems to me to lack a grasp of what the testimony of 
the later documents 7s (as evidenced by the contents of those which we 
know) and what the testimony may be of those which are yet unexamined, 
of which of course there are hundreds and hundreds. 

To take Rendel Harris’ 892, published in 1890, or Schmidtke’s Paris 
nat for example (the latter variously known as Scrivener 743, or 
Gregory 579, or von Soden e 876, olim Reg 2861, olim Colbert 5258) 
which was published in 1903, we find texts which at first sight are in 
large accord with NBLY. Yet if we examine them more closely, as IL 
have had occasion to do in reading them a score of times, we find a 
strange state of things. For if, where they accord with NBLY, they are 
supporting the genuine reading, what are they doing when they are 
aberrant, as we find on every page? What are they doing when they 
accord with the ‘“‘ Antioch”’ side, or with 28 or 157 or the Syriac alone, 
or when they have their own peculiar way of exhibiting the text? If 
the question be closed, as Turner says: ‘“‘ and that isswe will never have 
to be tried again,” how are we to judge of the issues where N and B are 
opposed, in over 3,000 places? for he says on p. 183 just previously: | 
“Tischendorf’s text is, in my own opinion, right in many places where 
the text of Hort is wrong....”° It is in such places that I claim the . 
testimony of 892 or Paris®’ as invaluable for “control.” A deep study 
of the phenomena involved in this is imperative, for the question which 
arises in such cases is whether this text antedates the common base 
of NB or not.f F 

Turner has a reference to an Oxyrynchus papyrus which claims our 
attention next. In this connection let it be understood that the oldest 
documents in profane literature unearthed by Grenfell and Hunt are 


+ It is well to bear in mind at all times that the questions at issue are not those 
of the xvi" century versus those of the rv. It is a question of the mss of the 
iv" + LY of vur/tx + RTQ of vi/v [WX with D occupying a position midway] 
against a large band of other uncials of nearly the same dates. The textual questions 
involved are all back of the 1v cent. In other words it is not a question of Turner's 
“later mss in favour of the earlier Greek mss,” but as to who was right a.p. 125-400, 
when these questions arose. Turner is misstating the case. Hort did not do this. 
He recognised the Textus receptus as being quite as old as 850 a.p. or older. 
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often woefully inferior in places to more modern documents of the same 
writings, and often very corrupt.t 

On pp. 185-6 Turner writes: “The discovery, since Hort wrote, 
of a papyrus leaf containing most of the first chapter of St. Matthew 
in a text closely agreeing, even in spelling of proper names, with the 
text of B, may be fairly held to carry back the whole B text of the 
Gospels into the third century.” 

Why ‘the wHoLe B text”? IT wonder. Does Turner not know 
that it is unallowable for a serious textual critic so to express himself. 
The four Gospels are most frequently in mss found to be of different 
recensions although bound together. After the many Christian per- 
secutions during which the fragile documents of the Faith were in 
jeopardy every hour, it seems that it was difficult to obtain the four 
Gospels together to be recopied. Indeed—judging from certain early ~ 
Syriac documents in the British Museum, as well as from the varying 
order of the Gospels as recopied and bound—it was the practice in the 
early centuries to carry one or two Gospels bound together. Hence, 
after the stress of a persecution had abated, and a Church copy of the 
Tetra-evangelion was required, it was often unconsciously made up of 
different recensions. Therefore, because B accords in St. Matthew with 
the Oxyrynchus papyrus, No. 2 (plate i) vol. i. 1898, it does not 
necessarily follow that the same applies to the other three Gospels.t 
This in first place. But, secondly, does B find the support claimed 
by Turner here (and by Burkitt, ‘Introduction to Barnard’s Clement of 
Alexandria,’ Texts and Studies, vol. v. No. 5), or is not this exaggerated ? 
The biblical piece referred to is the merest fragment, a veritable trifle, 
containing Matt. 1. 1-9, 12, 14-20. As to date G. and H. say: ‘‘ There 
is no likelihood of its being subsequent to the beginning of the fourth 
century, and it may with greater probability be assigned to the third.” 
Shall we call it a.p. 275 then? This only carries the B text of this 
portion back fifty or sixty years orso anyhow. After a collation, G.and H. 
sum up thus: ‘‘ The papyrus clearly belongs to the same class as the 
Sinaitic and Vatican codices, and has no Western or Syrian proclivities. 
_ Except in cases where it has a reading peculiar to itself alone, the 

- papyrus always agrees with those two mss where they are in agreement. 
Where they differ, the papyrus does not consistently follow either of 
them, but is somewhat nearer the Vatican codex, especially in matters 
of spelling, though in one important case (rod dé "“Incov Xpicrod) it 
agrees with the codex Sinaiticus.” 


+ Note also the following opinions: “There is this peculiarity about the mss of the 
treatise De statw animae [of Claudius Mamertus] that their value is in almost inverse 
ratio to their age.’”-—Sanday, ‘ Classical Review,’ Feb. 1888. 

‘“* However, as we shall see later, age is no certain criterion of value.’’—L. J. M. Bebb, 
‘ Studia Biblica,’ vol. ii. No. 5, p. 201 (1890). 

t Obs. Soden’s ms 050 with N in Matt. and John, with BD in Mark, with B in Taker 
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Now hear Dr. Burkitt before we proceed (op. cit. pp. vill, x/xi) : 
‘‘Mr, Barnard has paid a longer and less hurried visit than Dean 
Burgon’s flying call. He has copied out all the marked places in 
Clement’s bible as far as the Gospels and Acts are concerned..... 
Before actually examining Clement's quotations let us for a moment 
consider what we might have expected to find. Since the publication 
of the Revised Version and Dean Burgon’s strictures on it, investiga- 
tions and discoveries have been made which bear directly on the subject. 
The general result is quite clear. Whether X and B are, as Dean Burgon 
has it, ‘two false witnesses,’ B, at least, can no longer be regarded 
as a mere ‘curiosity. There can now be little doubt that this Ms - 
represents in the Gospels with great accuracy the type of text current 
in Egypt from the middle of the third century 4.D., although B itself 
may very well have been written at Caesarea in the famous lbrary of 
Pamphilus. The Egyptian proclivities of B have been well illustrated by 
three comparatively recent publications. .... The most striking discovery 
of all remains. In the Oxyrynchus papyrus fragment of St. Matthew,: 
discovered and edited by Grenfell and Hunt, we have at last an 
undoubted piece of a third-century Gospel ms. The fragment is older, 
probably by a century, than any known ms of any part of the New 
Testament, and most fortunately covers a passage where the variants 
are extremely well marked (viz. Matt. i. 1-20). What, then, does this 
voice from the dead say? Does it support Burgon or Hort? The 
answer is most decided. It sides with N and B. With S and B (and 
of course ‘ Westcott and Hort’) it has Boest for Booz, Iobed for Obed, 
Asapht for Asa. Nor is this agreement confined to the spelling of the 
names of Jewish kings, seeing that it has yéveows in Matt. i. 18 (not 
yévvnows), & reading characteristic enough of B and Dr. Hort to draw 
forth three pages of Dean Burgon’s indignation. Other readings of B 
similarly attested by the new fragment are devypatica: for rapaderypatioas 
(ver 19) and the omission of 6 Bacideds in ver 6, and of yap in ver 18. 
Nor does the papyrus give support to ‘ Western’ texts any more than 
to the ‘ Received Text.’ Both in vv. 16 and 18 it rejects the readings 
of Codex Bezae and its allies. In one word, it is just such a document 
as Dr. Hort would have expected it to be.” So far Burkitt. i<% 

Commenting on this, the first thing which attracts our attention is 
the notice of —o Bacvdrevs in ver 6, followed by the statement that ‘the 
papyrus gives no support to ‘Western’ texts.” Yet, the omission of 
6 Baovrevs is found in the Latins § gi g. k gat dim and vulgates JMC with 

t = Coptic, as the Coptic in Luke iii. 82, but there not NB. 

$ Consult Salmon, ‘Some Thoughts on Textual Criticism,’ as to this. 

§ I take this opportunity of correcting a mistake in my ‘Gen, of the Versions,’ 
vol. ii. p. 200, where I said ‘‘{non Oxyr?]”’ for this omission. G. and H. professed to give 


a collation with the Text. recept. and W-H, but were silent as to verse 6, and I failed to 
compare the original text. 
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Auct op imp. However this.is asmall matter. There is practically no 
opportunity in these few verses for much variation. What I object to is 
the generalisation as to the conformity of B to the Oxyrynchus fragment 
from these very few verses. As a mutter of fact the agreement is 
overrated and quite spasmodic. Here is a collation of B and the 
fragment : 
CoLLATION OF B WITH Ozyr’. 


AGREEMENT. DISAGREEMENT. 
Vatthew. | 
neigh | Oxyx, YY: 18) YAKONY 
[ey ZAVAAVAN B AAYEIA 
a APE 
4 » AMMINAAAB bis B AMEINAAAB bis 
5 BOEC (but so also § copt k) 
IWBHA (=) x NCA-copt al.) | 
GeoPacnes ( ,, ,, NVal.etlati’) | ,, AAYIA dis B AAYEIA bis 
COAOMWNA( ,,  ,, mostmss) | 
ht C2OVPElOYer > ahihG.s TOY 
OYPEIOY 
« »  ABLEINA prim B ABIA 
»  ABEIA sec B ABIA 
7/8 ACA® ese NO Dal.) 
8/9 OZEIAN - OZEIAC (but papyrus is faint _ 
* and pr loco looks like OZIAN) 
9°-12* missing re va 
12 »  EPE[NHCEN] prim B TENNA prim t 
»,  alleg B TON CEAASIHA 
»  ibleg B CE€AASIHA AE 
| rENNA t¢ 
13 | 13/14 Oxyr. illeg but: NSN ABIOYT (cf lat) 
14 =, 
15 | Oxyr. MAGOAN bis B MASG®@AN sic bis 
16 i ee OC Te B TON IWCH® 
17 lf. TeNeAl B Al TENEAI 
»  AAYIA prim B AAYEIA prim 
» AYIA’ sec B AAYEIA sec 
ore 1A ter B AEKATECCAPEG 
ter 
18 [ENECIC (but so also NCPSZa) ee SE IYe XY, Beoy. KY. 
yap omen NC*Z etc) : 
19 . » AEIFMALTIJEICAIt B AEIFMATICAI 
20 AAYIA B AAYEIA 


” 


+ Of Protev™ ad Luc i. 31. 


t Burkitt claims this as against mapaderyuatiom 
but it is not absolutely clear whether the papyrus 


had rapa. 


G. and H. merely say ‘‘ there is barely 


/ 
| 
| 
| 
| room for mapa at the end of the line.” 


Now this more complete tabulation is rather interesting. If it 
proves Burkitt’s case as against Burgon then “figures lie.’”’ I do not 
wish to draw any conclusions against B from the comparison, but as to 
the few agreements supporting the views of any particular school of 
criticism the matter is simply absurd. Far more important than BOEec 
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IWBHA or —o Bacideus is the Oxyr opposition to B’s yevva in ver 12. 
And to dogmatise about a matter of 17 verses is unworthy of serious 
consideration when the real weighty matters are outside of the range of 
comparison. This ‘‘ voice from the dead” no more supports Hort than 
Burgon. The questions at issue do not turn on spelling (and here even 
the deductions drawn are wrong) but on what is the “‘true” text: 
whether Lucian’s revision (if it equate ‘“ Antioch”) or Hesychius’ 
revision (if it equate “‘ Egypt’’) is the right text. ‘To close the matter, as 
Turner suggests, is to sit down and be content with NBLTWY as repre- 
senting merely an ‘‘ Kgyptian”’ agreement inter se. But, as I have said, 
what are we to do when they differ? We are certainly not going to 
waver simply between N and B. That would be a reductio ad absurdum. 
I write this feeling most earnestly that we have much to learn from the 
junior documents, and Turner is so capable a man that I dislike to read his 
dictum “‘and that issue will never have to be tried again ’’—that is to say 
the issue between the later and the earlier (= NB) Mss. It is not so. 
The issue is not decided as to whether the ‘‘ revision at Antioch” or the 
‘‘revision in Egypt” represents the best text. In each case it is to be 
presumed that the revisers thought they were perpetuating the “‘ best” 
text, but whether the ‘‘ true” text (as the self-appointed arbiters t 
of the text of the N.T. since Hort are prone to write) remains a question 
still absolutely swb judice. 

Before leaving Turner’s article a most important matter must be 
referred to. He writes (pp. 204/5): ‘‘ The first stages, then, of the history 
of the Syriac New Testament are represented for us by a Gospel Harmony 
constructed out of a Roman Greek ms of the Gospels in the third quarter 
of the second century...” 

Observe, a Roman-Greek Ms, but by this he does not mean a graeco- 
- latin (for on p. 184 he accepts the common view of the Latin: ‘ the jirst 
stratum of the old Latin version in the African Mss & and e’’), but he 
means only a Greek ms of Roman provenance. So much then is 
definitely accepted today, 7.e. that Tatian’s harmony was based on a Greek 
ms used by him in Rome and no doubt carried away with him circa 
A.D. 175, Hence, then, the matters which we find in agreement between 
Tatian and certain ‘“‘ Western” authorities. Good, so far as it goes, but 
it does not go far enough. In the first place, we find in Tatian many 
’ cases where his text agrees with the Latin, not the ‘‘ Western” Greek, 
but only with the Latin. How does this occur if the Latin was non- 


+ In the general scheme of textual criticism the examples given by Hort to sustain 
his theory of families are painfully inadequate. ‘‘ Syrian” or later readings are found 
abounding in certain documents like Paris” side by side with what are probably judice 
Hort “pre-Syrian,” yet the text does not carry signs of a revision which made an 
eclectic text. This document when carefully read bears evidence of being a whole 
before a.p. 400, and the “Syrian” part of this text cannot be separated from a 
“ pre-Syrian.” 
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existent in Tatian’s day in Rome? The answer has been given that it is 
the Diatessaron which has so largely influenced the Latin. I deny this - 
in a large measure and look on the contrary for the origin of this 
sympathy to a Latin-Greek aT at Rome before a.D. 175 and not 
only to a “‘ Roman-Greek ms.’ 

If I am correct, this destroys the theory, accepted ig Turner 
purely on historical grounds (but how silent is history as to most of the 
matters involved!), that the separate Gospels in Syriac followed and 
did not precede the Harmony. Because at the outset it seems to bea 
fact that the Latin did not influence the Syriac, but the Syriac the 
Latin. There is a priority of action of Syriac on Latin as against Latin 
on Syriac. 

Therefore if there was a Graeco-Latin in Rome in 175 A.D., there 
-must have been a Syriac still earlier. 

Next, if to the Diatessaron we are to attribute reflex action on Latin 
documents, how are we to account for the cases where the whole mass 
of Latin documents (widely separated geographically as to their recopy- 
ing and revision) together OpposE the Syriacs? 

I have stated before and repeat here that there is every evidence 
remaining in certain Greek and Latin documents, taken in conjunction 
with the varying elements in the existing Mss of syr vet, syr pesh, syr hier 
and the diatess arab (not to speak of pers, which combines elements of all 
the Syriacs but principally of sy7 vet), to show that a lost or hidden Syriac 
precedes them ; and that this lost Syriac influenced both Latin and Greek 
documents, when running concurrently in the early part of the second 
century, and before Tatian’s Diatessaron was planned. I wish to’ see 
this disproved if possible, not by the historical method, but by a reply 
based on documentary evidence, before surrendering the position to which 
my study of the documents has led me. 

The diatessaron alone cannot be responsible for the spasmodic agree- 
ment between Latin and Syriac documents, because the various Latin 
documents often as a whole oppose the Syriac documents as a whole. 
Attention is directed to this in many passages coming under discussion in 
the following pages, and Dr. Vogels is requested to observe this carefully. 
- Note Dr. Meinertz’ review of Vogels in Theologische Revue 1913, No. 18, 

p. 538 col. 1, as to Luke xxiv. 12, 86, 40: “‘ Solche Beobachtungen weisen 
auf Schwierigkeiten hin, die noch der Lésung harren.” 


CONTENTS. 


PART 


Preface 
Introduction 
OHAPTER 
I. Hort’s critical principles 
II. Bin St. Matthew’s Gospel : ‘ 
Hditing —Solecisms—Tatin’ sympathy —Coptie'ayaipatly= 
Syriac traces—Form—Synonyms — Grammatical changes 
(32-44) — Harmonistic — General improvement (48-68) — 
Conflict with Origen. 
Jt, B-wssh. Mark’s Gospel ; : 
General—diting—-Soleciame=Datin sy niypatiys— Cones 
Latin and Coptic—Syriac— Form —Synonyms—Homoioteleu- 
ton—Grammatical changes (91-104)—Harmonistic—General 
improvement (107-114)—Diction of Mark—Improvement 
and Change without improvemert—Opposition to the harder 
reading —Conflict with Origen. 
IV. Concerning the Latin Version of St. Mark 
General—As to De a and d—As to 6—Testimony cae the 
Catacombs—As to c—The Irish texts—Base of St. Mark— 
Mark vi. 36—Retranslation in W—In others, 
VY. Two or more Greek recensions. of St. Mark 
Selected examples of varieties of readings and reuderind 
throughout the Gospel. 
VEL Concerning the Latin base of St. Mark. 
Further remarks as to the unity of d and the Fiala as a 
whole—As to difficulties at i. 41, iv. 6, iv. 15, vi. 21, xiv. 72, 
ii. 7, ii. 12—As to the Greek serbia Caneel; 
VII. Concerning the Greek of D and the testimony of the Fathers in 
St. Mark’s Gospel 
Concluding remarks — The methods of De — Pabristic 
testimony—Clement of Alexandria (x. 22 sey.)—Tertullian 
(xiv. 13)—Justin (viii. 31). 
Map of Courses of Transmission of St. Mark’s Gospel : 
VIII. B in St. Luke’s Gospel ; 
Editing—The longer text in B—Soleciams—Latin sympathy 
N.T. use of éws 221/5)—Coptic—Latin and Coptic—Syriac 
tennis See ak against. Coptic—Syr-Lat and Coptic—Syr- 
Copt against Latin—Synonyms—Form—Grammatical changes 
(242-263) — Genitive before th: noun—Harmonistic — 
“Neutral” “ Pre-Syrian” “ Pre-Alexandrian”’ misnomers— 
General improvement, etc. (272-297)—Conflict with Origen. 


PAGES 


I-vi © 


Vli-xili 


1-13 
14-71 


126-139 


140-171 


172-194 | 


195-206 


207 
208-298 


CHAPTER 


CONTENTS, XV 


PAGES 


IX. Bin St. John’s Gospel ; : : . 299-405 


.e 


Editing — Solecisms — Latin sy mpathy as Coptic — The 
corrector “of B—Coptic and Latin—Syriac traces—On_ exewos 
in St. John—Form—Synonyms—Homoioteleuton and homoio- 
arcton—Compound and simple verbs, on epyopuat and diepyopar 
(344-347)—Grammatical changes (348-363)—Order—Con- 
cerning ix. 21 and the Diatess.—Hopelessness of considering 
B_ neutral—Harmonistic—Conflation—General improvement 
(374-396)—Change without improvement—Indeterminate— 
Conflict with Origen. 

Epilogue . : ; ‘ 5 : : : . 406-487 

Luke xxii. 43/44. Medical language of St. Luke—As to 
yevopevos and eyevero—xxiii. 34 new evidence for and against— 
As to Gcumenius—Hesychius and Origen—Dean Burgon’s 
position—Codex B outside the Gospels (416—419)—Patristic 
testimony— Finesse of B—‘ Higher” and “ Lower ” criticism 
—Further test of “‘ Neutral” text applied to second-century 
witnesses, Aristides, Theodotus, Athenagoras, Theophilus, 
Naasseni, Hippolytus, Marcion, efe.—Hustathius and Antioch 
—On changing symbols of codices—Singular cursive testimony 
(435-454)—Von Soden’s N.T.—The Kowy (455-460)—As to 
Merx, Ramsay and Soden—Burkitt, Merx and Vogels—The 

ict—Hortian heresy—Other pseudo-scientific heresies, 
Robinson Smith, Dean Inge on St. Paul, efe.—Conclusion. 


Postscript (on zepe and vzep) : 2 : : : 488 


General Index . 2 : : : ; . 489-497 


PART Il.—VOL. II. 


VARIATIONS BETWEEN N Anp B. 


St. Matthew. : : ; , ; : : : 1-57 

St. Mark : ; ; d : : : , . 58-112 
St. Luke 5 ‘ : : : ; Ly peal . 1138-195 
St. John i ‘ ; : : : : : - 196-3841 
Postscript (“ Gleanings”) . ; ; , 5 . 843-382 


Index of Scriptural Quotations, covering vol. I. and vol. II,;° , 383-412 


Views of Dr. Satmon, ‘Some Thoughts on the Textual Criticism of the 
New Testament, London, 1897. 


“Yet, great as has been my veneration for Hort and my admiration of the 
good work that he has done, I have never been able to feel that his work was 
final, and I have disliked the servility with which his history of the text has 
been accepted, and even his nomenclature adopted, as if now the last word had 
been said on the subject of New Testament criticism ....” (p. 33). 

“That which gained Hort so many adherents had some adverse influence 
with myself—I mean his extreme cleverness as an advocate; for I have felt as 
if there were no reading so improbable that he could not give good reasons for 
thinking it to be the only genuine... .” (p. 33/4). 

“On this account I am not deterred by the general adoption of W-H’s 
decisions from expressing my opinion that their work has too readily been 
accepted as final, and that students have been too willing to accept as their motto 
‘Rest and be thankful.’ There is no such enemy to progress as the belief that 
perfection has been already attained.” (p. 38). 

“Tn Hort’s exposition the student is not taken with him along the path 
that he himself had followed; he must start with the acceptance of the final 
result. Consequently one of the first things at which I took umbrage in W-H’s. 
exposition was the question-begging nomenclature.” (p. 43). 

“T strongly feel that Hort would have done better if he had left the old. 
nomenclature undisturbed, and distinguished his neutral text from that which he 
calls ‘ Alexandrian’ by the names ‘early Alexandrian’ and ‘later Alexandrian.’ 
Names will not alter facts, though they may enable us to shut our eyes to them... .” 
(p. 52). 

“Naturally Hort regarded those Mss as most trustworthy which give the 
readings recognized by Origen; and these no doubt were the readings which in 
the third century were most preferred at Alexandria. Thus Hort’s method 
inevitably led to the exclusive adoption of the Alexandrian text.” (p. 53). 

“To sum up in conclusion, I have but to express my belief that what 
Westcott and Hort have restored is the text which had the highest authority in 
Alexandria in the third century, and may have reached that city in the preceding 
one. It would need but to strike out the double brackets from the so-called - 
non-Western interpolations, and to remove altogether the few passages which 
W-H reluctantly admitted into their pages with marks of doubt, when we 
should have a pure Alexandrian text. Their success is due to the fact that 
W-H investigated the subject as a merely literary problem; and the careful 
preservation at Alexandria of a text which had reached that city was but a 
literary problem.” (p. 155). 

“That W-H should employ the Alexandrian ‘use’ as their chief guide to 
the recovery of the original text may be quite right; but that they should refuse 
a place on their page to anything that has not that authority is an extreme which 
makes me glad that the Revised New Testament, which so closely follows their 
authority, has not superseded the Authorized version in our Churches. For, if 
it had, the result might be that things would be accounted unfit to be read in 
the churches of the nineteenth century which were read at Rome in the second 
century, during the lifetime of men who had seen members of the apostolic 
company who had visited their city.” (pp. 157/8). 
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“Hort (p. 171) makes the suggestive remark that documents which have most 
Alexandrian have also most ‘neutral’ readings. It is a little surprising that he did 
not draw the obvious inference that this is because the documents which contain the 
neutral readings are Alexandrian.’’—Salmon, op. cit. p. 52, note. 

“* However there is nothing that Hort fights more against than the idea that his 
neutral text can properly be called ‘Alexandrian,’ He eagerly catches at the notion 
that B, its principal representative, was written, not at Alexandria, but probably at 
Rome. The reasons for regarding the text of B as Alexandrian remain the same no 
matter where this particular MS chanced to be copted.”-—Salmon, op. cit. p. 60. 
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Hort’s CriticAL PRINCIPLES. 


Dr. Hort sought for a “neutral” text, uninfluenced by ‘‘ Western,” 
‘* Alexandrian,’ and “‘ Syrian”’ readings, and claimed to have found it 
in B alone. This view has been accepted in England, and nearly as 
much in Germany, although the late Adalbert Merx did his best to 
discredit B as a foundation text, and to put the matter in the night light 
to his countrymen. Great has been our loss by the death of Blass and 
Merx, and more recently still by that of Nestle. 

It seems time to call attention to the lack of basis for Hort’s 
theory, because scholars and writers still speak of a ‘‘neutral text” 
(by which B or readings supported by B is practically always implied), 
whereas the present writer knows of no such text. 

There is ample ground for the opposite view that B had already 
been influenced by the Syriac and the Latin version, besides the 
peculiarities visible in the B text, many of which are grammatical and 
some seemingly due to Egyptian surroundings. 

Hitherto we have not known fully the history of textual criticism 
in Greek Egypt, but every important document, including the new W, 
which has affinity for the B group, ties the matter more and more down 
to Egyptian soil, and this simplifies the problem. When W and the 
cursives of the family oppose B we must weigh these places carefully. 

Leaving aside the claims made in the Introduction of W-H, the 
principles upon which the text was founded as it left Hort’s hands are 
fixed for ever, and graven in stereotype for us; and those principles are 
reduced to one rule, viz., to follow B whenever that Ms has any support, 

B 
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be it only the adhesion of one other Ms. This is seen (in one Gospel 
for example) in conjunctions of BL soli at Luke xi. 12, of BT soli at 
Luke xiii. 27,t of NB sola at Luke xviii. 12, xix. 48, of BA sola at 
Luke xxi. 24, of BK soli at Luke xiv. 1 (square brackets) and of B fam . 
13 sola at Luke vi. 42. 

Further, readings of B absolutely alone are dignified by textual 
notice. Matt. vii. 18 eveyxew..rovew is read absolutely alone by B (see 
note on this elsewhere), and in Luke iii. 83 tov apwada8, omitted only 
by B, finds no place in Hort’s text; observe also Luke v. 2 mAova dvo 
order of B alone among Greeks; v. 3 ex Tov mAoov edidacxev B alone ; 
the omissions by B only of am’ Luke xii. 58, of é& Luke x. 31, of zpos 
avrov Luke ix. 62 are enclosed in square brackets; or they are given a 
place in the margin (as if ‘‘many ancient authorities read thus’’) as 
_otavpwcat Luke xxili. 23, Oponfevtes Luke xxiv. 387. Observe also the 
extraordinary evs To ev tpv8dcov Mark xiv. 20 by B alone, forced into 
Hort’s text in square brackets because C* ?? possibly read thus. 

In the light of this, had B left out in John xiv. 6 xa 9 adnOea 
in the threefold claim ‘‘ I am the way and the truth and the life,’ which 
Evan 157 does, it is practically certain that Hort’s text would have done 
so also. Had B added évtpertixn in Luke xviii. 3 as an attribute of the 
importunate widow, as does Evan 28, we should surely have found 
it in Hort’s text.§ Had B omitted ev avty tn wpa in Luke xu. 12 
with 383 and Origen we should have been favoured with this omission. 
Had B omitted tnv before mictw in Luke xviii. 8 with D 240 244 we 
should have been asked so to read. Soden adds two fresh cursives for 
omission. 

Had B added o tncovs after ta Oavpacia a eroincer in Matt. xxi. 15, 
as does Evan 28 with Origen and syr hier and it” (abcef fir gehts 
pw dim gat Wurz? vg?®88) we should certainly have found it in Hort’s 
text [d g, 1 q vg?! do not add, but e does. ‘Tisch. errs in the N.T. as to 
this witness]. Soden adds 6 80 and ¢ 1091 for this. Observe Origen 
and 7, alone omit ev Tw"vepw in this verse. 

Had W-H known that Sod°*® 604 supported B at Luke viii. 25 for 
the omission of kau vraxovovew avtw we should doubtless have lost the 


t+ Such mss can easily be shown to be but one in stem. For instance B*R 
together alone at Luke y. 30 eyyoyu{ay for eyyoyvgov, and again vi. 23 ev row ovpavors 
for ev tw ovpayw. For some reason W-H do not like this combination. R is the 
famous vy century Ms from the Nitrian desert. In the second case the BR combination 
is supported by fam 18 and ten other minuscules and by e f goth Cypr. 

{ Many are the places where NBL are followed alone, and this also represents but 
one single tradition. 

§ This is a reductio ad absurdum of the critical principles which people do not 
seem to grasp or follow. This would have resulted in perpetuating blunders of two 
Mss contra mundum. Many others, probably as grievous, are to be found in the text. 


It is thereby rendered unfit for serious study as a whole, and must be banished from 
our class rooms, 7 
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clause, especially as aeth favours this omission also, and W-H must have 
sought at that time in vain for another Greek witness.. The same applies 
to Luke vi. 26 —o ratepes avtwv B 604 (+ sah syr sin), neglected by 
W-H, yet vi. 81 —xav vuets B then alone (omitted in W-H tzt) has 
support of 604 and Paris*’. There is absolutely no science in intro- 
ducing Oponfevtes into the margin of Luke xxiv. 37 on the authority 
of B alone and in neglecting to record in the margin at vii. 25 that B 
omits Kat vmaxovovow avtw, especially as aeth shows it is not an 
accident. For observe that at Luke iii. 8 on the sole authority of B and 
Origen they introduce the order aftovs xaprovs into their margin. While 
at x. 1 —avrovs B ¢ Hus (now supported by 604 and Paris*’ and Sod****) 
is not omitted by W-H. Atvii.47 +«ar ante ody. ayara BS! [negl Hort] 
is added by 892 Paris*’. 

I do not want to multiply ad nauseam instances of arbitrary 
judgement. These remarks should suffice as to definite examples of 
the unscientific use of the margin as well as of the text whether 
bracketed or not. For it is to be observed-that at Luke ix. 62 W-H 
bracket wpos avrov in the text on the sole authority of B; as a matter 
of fact however 604 omits also (and sah 1/3) which they did not know. 
The whole treatment of such things is entirely unequal. I wish to 
point out that their intuition in such matters was quite wrong, because 
a little further in Luke x. 1 they leave avrovs alone and do not brand 
or bracket it although B omits. Yet here B had support from e Hus*™ 
and now we find that both 604 and Paris®*’ also omit. Had Hort known 
this he would of course have banished it. It is useless for Souter to 
get up and defend Hort on any specious plea which I may offer him 
by stating the matter thus. Souter’s own text condemns Hort’s method 
while he still clings with a curious loyalty to the man.t 

Further as to Origen, observe Luke xviii. 81 redevwOncerar (for Tedeo- 
@noerat), which is found in Paris*’ 60 y** z** and some other important 
cursives, is Origen’s reading, yet not found in NB. 

Or as at Luke xxii. 4 where Orig reads ovws (and Hus wa), with the 
13 family only, for to ws of NB and all the rest [except D d arm was; 
d follows D with quomodo against quemadmoduwm of the rest]. 

Or as at Matt. xv. 22 where 1 [non fam] and Origen read Sewes for 
kaxos, but not NB or any others known (although there may be other 
cursives) ; dewws occurs at Matt. vill. 6 and Luke xi. 53. 

- Or at Matt. xvi. 25 fin for evpnoe: avtnv where Orig Iren and fam 1 33 
read ovtas cwce auTny. 

Or as at Luke xxii. 22 where Origen (recollecting eypayrev eps avtou 
of Matt Marc) adds avtw after tw wpicpevoy with sah syr hier, syr cu [non 
sin| aeth mepu avtov. Had B done this we should have been told it was 


t Dr. Souter has informed me since this was written that he had nothing to do with the 
_ text itself of the Oxford edition of 1910 and that he favors the Hort text practically entire. 
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Lucan. It is clearly an addition, as sah Mss are divided among them- 
selves, four for avtw, and one for wepe avtov; while syr sin by its silence 
accuses cw of harmonizing. 

Origen says we must pay attention to the letter of Scripture down to 
the very presence or absence of an article in the Greek. Yet observe 
what he does at Luke xxii. 10/Mark xiv. 13. For at Luke xxi. 10 he 
uses St. Mark’s azavtnces with D min® (against vravrnce CLX, and 
cvuvavtnces NB unc" rell), while at Mark xiv. 13 he incorporates into the 
narrative evceAOovtwy vaewy evs tyv modw from Luke xxii. 10 with only 
fam 13 28 91-299 2?¢, 

Again, at Matt. xx. 13 he is to be observed very carelessly on both 
sides of the question. Once *’° with LZ 33 sah boh syr sin aeth Nyss 
writing ovye dnvapiov cuvepornoa cot,and again *", again thro int 2.907 oy; 
dyvapiov cvvehbovngas wot With NB and all the rest, and latt syr rell arm 
AuctP imp et de voc gent. This place should be very carefully considered. 
Was the archetype of LZ 33 then on Origen’s desk and annotated 
by him to conform to a turn of the versions ? 

We have another illustration of Origen’s rank carelessness in St. 
Mark’s Gospel. In one place, *’8? concerning Mark xi. 1, he says pre- 
cisely : “‘ kau 0 wapKos Se Kata Tov ToTFoV ouTws aveypawre* Kat oTe eyytCovow 
els vepocoAupa Kat els BnOaviay mpos...”’ and again *"4° ‘* wpev de reps 
tis BnOhayn wev kata patOaiov, BnOavias S€ kata papKov, BnOdayn be 
kat BnOavias Kata Tov NovKay,”’ 

Nothing could be plainer as to the Marcan reading of evs lepocodupa 
ka evs PnPaviav without evs ByPdayn, and yet when in another place 
Origen comes to write out Mark xi. 1-12 he has there evs vepocodupya evs 
BnOdayn Kat BynPaviav. 

We note in these two places—these two codices as it were—of Origen 
that they vary in the spelling of evOus and evdews (xi. 8) and doubtless 
he was using different copies, without realizing it, when he penned the — 
two passages. Tor instance in the one place (ver. 2) he leaves out ov7a, 
in the other it is present; again ver. 3 he leaves out in one place wadw, in 
the other it is present. 

Again ver.3 one place ru wovecre Tovto ; in the other tv Avete Tov wAov 
with D. 

Ver. 4 one place xau amrndOov in the other cae azreXOovtes 

- 5, Oupav 7 - Thv Oupav 
,, Tov wwAov diserte ,, two others 7a@dov. 

Further ian that Origen does a thing at Matt xviii. 27 which throws 
a lurid light on the proceedings of the entire coterie, whose joint 
testimony we are asked to accept and whose mutual support is considered. 
to bolster up the individual witness of a very small clan. This place 
both dates several witnesses and affords much help. 

I refer to this substitution: For cai to Saverov adnxev avr, Origen 
with 1 only and ff, sah boh (ea xviii. 82) says racay tnv odecdny. 
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Origen’s quotation, as given in Tischendorf, is 0 de orAayyvicbers eT avTw 
KUpLOS OUK ... APNKEY aUTOY povoy adAa... Tacay THY opetdny avtw. While | 
this does not convict Origen absolutely of appropriating the wording of 
verse 32, and inserting it in verse 27, it comes so near to it that 1 and 
sah boh must have thought it a good idea to make the transfer. In other 
words they were following Origen, as Vulgate mss followed Jerome’s 
other writings. (Soden adds his family ¢*.) 

The pfincipal point is this (for NB do not agree to make the 
substitution): For many verses previously the testimony of Evan 1 
(without 118-209) has been bolstering up B. I use this expression 
advisedly, for on the testimony in Matt xviii. 25 of B 156 58 124 Orig 1/2 
Hort has inserted in his text eyes WITHOUT THE SLIGHTEST MARGINAL 
ALTERNATIVE. Evan 1 is contradicted by 118-209, 124 is contradicted by 
_the rest of its family ; 56 and 58 are of no account whatever [Dobbin is 
silent as to 61], for they are most notorious polyglot abusers of the truth, 
and Origen contradicts himself. They have been used here simply to 
- bolster up B in his use of the historic present [see elsewhere under this 
head |. 

Again, upon the testimony of B 1 124 (again against their families) 
and sah 4/7 we are asked in Matt xviii. 27 to suppress exevvov [by Hort in 
square brackets |. 

Now such mss do not really support B as a neutral text at all, for 
we find that 1 and sah and Origen are all in the same circle playing 
tricks on us; as at xviii. 27 in this very same verse where they ask us to 
read tracav Tnv odevAny for To davevov. 

This dates the vagaries and other like ones observable in 1 Orig 
and copt, and makes us demur to use them as supporters of B as a 
neutral text. On the contrary B is supporting them for an Egyptian 
and private post-Origenian recension. I will illustrate further :— 

Matt. xvii. 8. Hort prints avrov Incovy povov. This is read by B and 
by B only. & supports with Incovy avrov povoy, both readings 
being obtained via the Coptic by 8 and B. Hort did not 
know this, for the Coptic or Syriac has never been alleged 
in the critical apparatus as containing this avrov, nor does 
Horner connect the readings of NB with Coptic in his sah 
apparatus. Butit seems perfectly clear to me where NB got the 
avtov. Hort’s margin has Tov in place of avrov. [Sod = B. | 

14. eMMovrwy (—avtwv) NBZ 1 124 245 sah is the only support. 
Hort’s text gives no alternative, and we are to swallow the 
reading of this vicious little circle (whose joint eclecticism is 
now in process of demonstration) against Origen because it 
is a ‘shorter’ text. Hort counts seven witnesses I suppose, 
but it is merely one. 

xviii. 1. Hort’s margin is dignified Dy the addition of de here, to read 
ev exewvn O€ 7) wpa With BM e sah3® boh°™. These are the 
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Matt. 
only witnesses (+xar syr cu). Boh™? e is very suggestive, 


against the shorter text for Grom™ Lat™ Syr?4 Orig. 

xvill. 11. Another similar little coterie (observe the members are never 
homogeneous) ask us to omit this verse altogether. It is © 
composed of NBL* 1 (against family) 13 (against family) 33 
892* ¢ ff, sah boh®! syr sin hier and Orig, and Hort promptly 
accepts their verdict with much gusto, referring in his margin 
to the Appendix, where three half-column lines are devoted to 
explain that it is ‘Interpolated either from Luke xix. 10 (a 
different context) or from an independent source written or 
oral.” Where were NL above if right here? Why was Orig. 
on the other side above? I mean merely that the whole 
editorial process is intuitive and has no scientific foundation 
whatever. 

16. Hort’s margin receives the order mapadaBe ets eva n dv0 peta 
cov of B ff, and boh (these only). Where is the science ? 
B is evidently the controlling factor. But B got this from 
looking att an Egyptian copy of the Seriptures with this 
order (cf. also sah). 

To go back a httle xvi. 21 iC XC stands in Hort’s text without the © 
alternative 0 ic. I beg to say that only N*B* read thus (both corrected) 
and that their only support is sah?/? bohom practer duo. Whereas N% 892 
Orig and Iren omit altogether. 

If right here then in the name of all that is consistent why does 
Hort reject the +7orve in xiv. 3 of B and fam 13 with sah most decidedly : 
“ev tourw Two Kaipw”? Even k suggests it with “‘cum detinuisset” 
against ‘‘Herodes enim tenuit’’ but Hort prints xpatncas.t For at 
viii. 18 Hort does not scruple to accept B and sah alone for his text 
of oxAov against oyAous etc. And at ii. 21 he reads escndOev (for 
mOev) NBC alone, merely confirmed by sah boh acyRuok Eg par agi 
eDorve. 

Now these conjunctions NB and NBC and NBD have been given 
too much weight when insufficiently supported otherwise. 

Observe xii. 17 wa (pro ores) NBCD 1 33 Orig Eus boh. If I 
oppose this I shall be told that I am a madman, and that this evidence is 
absolutely conclusive. I deny it. And I point to vii. 34 where wa 
(pro ores) is read by B alone and boh. [Soden adds nothing. | 

Hort does not follow B here in viii. 34, but why not? If wa is 
neatral in xii, 17, why not in viii. 34? Bohairic uses it in both places. 
Did Hort have a glimmer that B after all was copied from a Graeco- 
Coptic Ms and that canes caught B’s eye instead of ows? If so, where 
is the neutral text ? 

The same remark applies to ews and ews ob}. In Matt. xvii. 30 


t As Nin Matt. xiv. 1 etc. rerpaapyns more copt. + Soden’s text accepts +rore with ™. 
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NBCL write ews avodw for ews 08 amodw of the rest; but in xvill. 34, 
only four verses beyond, B alone writes ews arodw. (See full list in 
Luke.) Possibly ov is dropped for fear of confusion with ov. 

After a thorough re-examination of the subject I re-affirm my 
belief that however good a base the MS B may have in places, it is 
absolutely to be disregarded as representing any such thing as a 
“neutral” text; that in many places it is as far removed from 
“neutrality ’ as night from day; that “neutrality”? can alone be sought 
among the documents which are in agreement with the witnesses of 
pre-Origenian date. 

To rank B ‘neutral’? as a whole is to discredit testimony of 
Clement of Alexandria when supported by a host of witnesses; to 
discredit Tertullian and Epiphanius jointly when they reproduce 
faithfully the text of Marcion [as regards language, not as regards 
brevity], equally supported by a large array of authorities; to discredit — 
much of the “‘ western” text even when it is undoubtedly the ‘‘ shortest,” 
in the face of two differing lines of addition, with or without conflation 
of these two lines; to discredit Origen himself when he opposes B 
but has good support otherwise; to discredit the old Syriac when 
opposing B in favour of N or of D; and finally to shut the door on 
a possible neutral text reproduced in no Gk. Mss extant but witnessed 
to strongly by pre-Origenian Fathers, backed by Latin, Syriac, or 
Coptic mss. (Cf Adalbert Merx, 11. Theil, 1. Halfte p. 20, etc.) 

I re-affirm my belief that a polyglot text influenced N throughout.t 
And I charge B with being the child of a Graeco-Latin recension, and by 
_ its seribe’or by its parent of being tremendously influenced by a Coptic 


; ee d we 
recension or by a Graeco-sahidic = a Graeco-bohairic ms.{ 


I cannot allow that NB influenced the sahidie or bohairic versions’ 
(except perhaps a few separate Mss of each or either of them); for the 
sympathy visible between N or B or both and the Coptic versions 
is @ sympathetic bond which antedates the Mss & and B, and which 
contributes to place these versions (where they oppose NB) on an 
independent footing implying a Greek text of older date than that of NB, 
and when supported by other good witnesses to be followed. 

And I charge Westcott and Hort with having utterly failed to 
produce any semblance of a “neutral” text. I charge them with the 
offence of repeated additions to the narrative on most insufficient 
evidence. 

I charge the Oxford edition of 1910 with continual errors in accepting 
Westcott and Hort’s text for many verses together where the absence 


+ In the list of differences between and B in Part II will be found plenty of 
material to support this proposition. 


} Proof to this effect may be seea throughout the following pages. 
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of footnotes shows that the editors consider their text as settled. I 
acknowledge and make confession freely that the Revisers have retraced 
steps in a number of places and ejected Hort’s readings sometimes even 
without the pro and con in a footnote, where Hort blindly followed a 
phantasma of evidence. But this text is still founded on too high a 
regard for B, and I pray for an entire reconsideration of the matter in the 
light of what follows. 

One word here as to the ‘‘ Western”’ text may not be out of place. 
Upon many occasions this ‘‘ Western” text is the one which furnishes 
the shortest text (against B). We have been taught that the ‘‘ Western ”’ 
text is the one which has the most additions and accretions. This 
feature is quite distinct from the other, and whether the additions be all 
glosses or not, the other feature of omission has to be separately 
considered as to its bearing on the basic or fundamental text for purity 
or shortness, for the text of D is, as we know from Clement of Alex., one 
which was in Egypt very early, at a date before the ‘‘ African”? Latin 
was known, is confirmed often by W, and has come down to us less 
influenced by side influences than the other recensions. "a 

Take one instance. At Luke xix. 2 there are great varieties of 
reading, where D de and sah preserve the shortest text, giving us (as to 
Zaccheus) simply wdovsies for Kau mrovowos of 1 s, Kat nv mrovaowos of NL 
245 892 goth syr hier (and W-H marg), cat wAova.os nv boh syr cu sin, Kat 
autos TAovewos BKII big vg (W-H tat), cat avtos nv rrovatos U al. latt, cave 
ovtos nv mAovatos A unc? al. f, ovtos nv mrovavos W 108 157, wrovctos ny - 
ante Kat apyitedovns syr pesh, mrovavos (tantum) ante Kay apyited@vns 
diatess arab, (V and Evst 47 omit altogether). W-H adopt B’s reading 
in text and N’s in marg, and neglect D d e sah (diatess) altogether. Then 
why at Luke xxiv. 12, 36, 40, 51, 52 double-bracket the ‘‘ Western non- 
interpolations” ? Where is the science involved of the “shorter” text ? 
Dr. Salmon (‘Some Thoughts,’ etc. p. 98) says ‘‘I am persuaded that 
critics will be forced to acknowledge that the Gospel as read in the- 
11" century in the Church of Rome differed in a few particulars from that 
read at the same date at Alexandria. Critics may discuss which of these 
texts is authoritative, or whether both may be so; but I am sure that an 
arbitrarily created hybrid between the two is wrong; and this is the kind 
of text more than once exhibited by JW-H in the closing verses of 
St. Luke.” ; 

The claim of W-H to have resurrected the texts of Origen certainly 
holds good except in certain places. But in doing so they far exceed 
Origen’s own claim. Origen’s citations are full of conflations, where he 
knew two recensions and incorporated both. If he was not able to judge 
which of these was original, why should he be a perfect judge of other 
double readings similarly situated but of which he chose one? Now 
W-H profess that they have not only restored the text of Origen but that 
they know that this is “ pre-Syrian” and “ pre-Alexandrian” and, as 
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represented by B, is “‘ neutral’’ and fundamentally correct as opposed to 
all others.t Their ‘‘ selected readings,’ few and far between, can 
certainly not be considered proof of their contention, and we are prepared — 
to challenge their assumption as to the supremacy of B. Meanwhile we 
would like to place on record again what Canon Cook had to say about 
the personality of Origen in connection with these matters, for that 
feature is of vital importance. The Church at large disagreed with 
Origen’s conclusions. W-H after nearly 1700 years merely wish to replace 
us textually in the heart of an Alexandrian text, which after A.D. 450 or 
thereabouts fell into discredit and disuse. For Dr. Salmon says (‘Some 
Thoughts,’ etc. pp. 106/7) : “‘ Giving to the common parent of B and N as 
high antiquity as is claimed for it, still it will be distant by more than 
a century from the original autographs, and the attempts to recover 
_the text of mss which came to Alexandria in the second century may 
be but an elaborate locking of the stable door after the horse has been ~ 
stolen.” 

Again the same authority (pp. 128/9): ‘‘When W-H refuse to 
give a local name to the readings they prefer, and designate them 
as neutral, that is to say, as free from corruptions of various kinds, 
they are disguising from themselves and from their readers that the 
question what text has the most early attestation cannot be decisively 
answered.” 

And again (pp. 131/132): ‘‘Thus the task of discrimination may be 
difficult ; but we must not conceive that we have solved a problem because 
for our convenience we have simplified it. The problem has not been 
completely solved until we have taken account of the evidence which has 
been temporarily neglected.” 

And again (p. 157): ‘‘I hold, on the contrary, that in critical science 
the rule nullwm tempus prevails; that it is never too late to reverse a 
wrong decision.” 

And now to hear what Canon Cook has to say about Origen :— 

““We go back one step further, a most critical and important step, for 
it brings us at once into contact with the greatest name, the highest 
genius, the most influential person of all Christian antiquity. We come 
to Origen. And it is not disputed that Origen bestowed special pains 
upon every department of Biblical criticism and exegesis. His 
‘Hexapla’ is a monument of stupendous industry and keen discern- 
ment: but his labours on the Old Testament were thwarted by his 
very imperfect knowledge of Hebrew, and by the tendency to- mystic 
interpretations common in his own age, but in no other writer so fully 
developed or pushed to the same extremes. 

“Tn his criticism of the New Testament Origen had greater 


+ However Origen and B are not infrequently in conflict. Observe Hort on those 
occasions. See beyond at the end of my notes on each Gospel. 


10 CODBX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


advantages, and he used them with greater success. Hvery available 
source of information he studied carefully. Manuscripts and versions were 
before him; both manuscripts and versions he examined, and brought out 
the results of his researches with unrivalled power. But no one who 
considers the peculiar character of his genius, his subtlety, his restless 
curiosity, his audacity in speculation, his love of innovation, will be 
disposed to deny the extreme risk of adopting any conclusion, any 
reading, which rests on his authority, unless it is supported by the 
independent testimony of earlier or contemporary Fathers and Versions. 
The points in which we are specially entitled to look for innovations 
are: (1) curious and ingenious readings, such, for instance, as those 
which we have noticed in St. Mark and St. Luke; (2) the removal ~ 
of words, clauses, or entire sentences which a man of fastidious taste 
might regard as superfluities or repetitions’ [see my remarks on “‘ pairs ”’ 
and Origenistic “‘ niceties’’]; ‘‘ (3) a fearless and highly speculative mode 
of dealing with portions of the New Testament which might contain 
statements opposed to his prepossessions or present difficulties which 
even his ingenuity might be unable to solve. In weighing the evidence 
of his citations for or against any doubtful reading, while we should feel 
assured of his perfect honesty of purpose, we ought to be extremely 
cautious in adopting his conclusions. A text formed more or less 
directly under his influence would of course command a certain amount 
of general adhesion; it would approve itself most especially to minds 
similarly gifted and similarly developed; when brought to bear upon 
the course of critical enquiry it would produce an enormous effect, 
especially if it came with the charm and interest of novelty; but not 
less certainly would it be challenged, and its verdict be refused, if it 
contravened principles of fundamental importance and affected the 
veracity of the sacred writers and the teaching of Holy Writ.”’ (Canon- 
Cook, ‘ Revised Version of the first three Gospels,’ pp. 155/6.) 

Hear also Bishop Marsh on the same subject (‘ Lect.’ xi. ed. 1838, 
p. 482): ‘Whenever therefore grammatical interpretation produced a 
sense which in Origen’s opinion was irrational or impossible, in other 
words irrational or impossible according to the philosophy which Origen 
had learnt (sic) at Alexandria, he then departed from the literal sense.” 

This sums up many other matters connected with Origen’s treat- 
ment of textual matters (to which the following pages bear witness), so 
that we do not necessarily recover Origen’s manuscripts when we are 
inclined to follow NB Orig, but very likely only Origen himself. (The 
Ms 83 seems to represent a copy annotated by Origen himself with 
suggested “‘improvements.” They are sometimes together quite alone. 
The same applies to the ms 127, and observe that 127 is related to a graeco- 
latin: Matt. xxii. 9 mpos (pro es) 127 sol = latt aD exitus viarum.) 

To begin at the very beginning, when Hort says: 

* But we have not been able to recognise as Alexandrian any 
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readings of B in any book of the New Testament which it 

contains” (vol. 11. p. 150) 
had he never noticed the frequent preference given by B (and §&) to 
eavtov and eavtwy over avtovand avtwy? In order to keep small detail 
out of my apparatus I began stupidly enough by not chronicling these 
things in N and B, but some examples will be found. Now turn to 
Clement of Alexandria and see his preference for the same course: (on 
Matt. xx. 28, Mark x. 45) cas dovvar tnv uyny tHv eauTou. 

Then turn to Athanasius : 

1 Pet. iv. 19 (where B alone omits avtay after Wuyas) Ath says tas 
eavtoy wuyas in the coptic manner. 

Observe further : 

(1) Jo.x.31. “ e8actacay sine copula cum NBL 33” says Tischendorf. 
Follow the apparatus a little further and you find ATHANASIUS, 
Surely'then this is an Alexandrian reading. Observe further 
that after two words more ATHANASIUS drops o« covdaoe with 
the new Egyptian ms W, and the Alexandrian picture is 
complete there. 

() Jo. xvii. 15 referred to by Burgon as to an omission by B and 
Ath is questionable. 

(2) Matt. xii. 31. abeOnoeras viv tows avOpwrois B 1 sah and 
ATHANASIUS only. Masta 

(8) Matt. xxvi. 45. wou+yap BE and sah ATH, 

(4) Luke xi. 19. avtot vuwy xpitas ecovrat BD 604 Paris” only of 
Greeks, a,c dt of Latins, with ATHANASIUS, choosing this 
order out of five or six differing orders by the other 
authorities. 

- (5) tJo.1. 13. —ovde ex OeAXnuatos avdpos B* 17* Hus Clem#s4 and 
ema ye Ot: Pe sxxi: 

(6) Jo. v. 37. exewvos (pro avtos) NBLW a (goth) and ATHANASIUS 
(D d exewos autos). Om autos 892 = syr cu pers georg. 

This exewos is so thoroughly Johannine in such a connection that 
it is difficult to judge whether it may be basic or only an 
endeavour by NBLW Ath to improve the passage to a 
conformity with Johannine diction. But the action of D is 
suspicious. See as to exevos beyond under “‘ Syriac” heading 
in $t. John’s Gospel at iv. 11. 

(7) Jo. vi. 42. res vuv (pro ras ovv) BCTW bok?! goth syr hier 
only and ATHANASIUS“4 (teste Tisch). Add Sod’. 

(8) Jo. x. 82 fin. Order >eue ALOakere of NBLY 33 157 Paris*’ Sod°*? 
only of Greeks, but of it?! vg, is the order of ATH. against 
DW and the rest and ¢ d f 1 6 sah boh syr goth Epiph Hil 


ft And this matter has some bearing upon our contention as to “pairs” of 
expressions. 
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Thdt. When NBL oppose sah boh and have Athanasius 
with them we may surely take it into account. 

(9) Jo. xii. 28. S0€acov pov to ovoya (pro S0&. cov To ovowa) B™ 
cum Evan 5. But sol X and ArTHanasius do£acoy cov Tov 
veov (Cyr refers to both). 

(10) Jo. xv. 21. adda tavta Tavta Tomoovew evs vas BD*LN? 1 33 
Paris” Petr, all others yuas or yu. 
(11) Jo. xix. 81. » nuepa exervn Tov caBBatov (pro n nuepa exeLvou 


tou ca8Barov B*H min pauc Elz pers c f g vgg and Cyril, — 


all others exevov. 
(12) 1 Peteri. 11. Of the prophets of old: epevvwvtes evs tiva n ToLtov 


KaLpov ednXoUTO EV avTOLS TVEVLA (—XploToV) Tpo“apTUpopEvov 


ta ets Xpiotov TaOnwata.... BY 
Von Soden now adds the testimony of ATHANASIUS to that of B for 
omission of Xpiotov. In the Benedictine edition of 1698 of Ath. the 
word is not omitted, but if Ath", presumably examined by Soden, really 
omit, we are thoroughly justified in connecting this strange omission with 
Alexandria. 
But in another place Hort writes as follows: 

“The perpetuation of the purer text may in great measure be 
laid to the credit of the watchful scholars of Alexandria ; its 
best representatives among the versions are the Egyptian, 
and especially that of Lower Egypt; and the quotations 
which follow it are most abundant in Clement, Origen 
(Dionysius, Peter), Didymus and the younger Cyril, ALL 
ALEXANDRIANS.” Hort, vol. i. p. 549. 

As to whether the Alexandrian School preserved the true text, or 
modified it by attempted improvement, is what we are to inquire into. 

Hort’s system involves dragging in readings of B whenever support 
can be found from another ms. Since Hort’s day his true system thus 
demands and compels the acceptance of further ‘ monstra” exhibited by 
B owing to support forthcoming since from other Mss or versions (such 
as 604 892 Paris’ syr sin). I make free to prophecy that other 
documents so far unknown will add to this list a further crop of 
vicious survivals which might give us eventually all of B’s misreadings. 
The system is thus demonstrated to be unscientific in the extreme, 
notwithstanding the praise so fulsomely lavished on it by a certain 
school. | 

I propose to sketch the matter in St. Matthew. In St. Luke I 
will go into the matter a little more thoroughly in some respects. 
And in St. Mark I will add a section on the differing recensions visible 
in that Gospel. The treatise might run to undue length if all four 
Gospels were handled quite exhaustively. In St. John I have been 
obliged to go into great detail owing to the character of the Gospel and 
its pleonastic expressions leading to textual difficulties. 
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Paris” is not extant for control in St. Matthew in Schmidtke’s 
edition, and V only begins at Mark ix. 6, but 892 is valuable in Matthew. 

I do not overlook the fact that the side opposed to NB sometimes 
also tried its hand at improvement. See Matt. xv. 6 tnv evtodnv 
(ex Marco vii. 8) for tov Xoyov of BD and versions, but even here N is not 
agreed with B and writes tov voyov with CT° fam 13 and Ptol. The 
support of Ptol puts tov vowov into the second century, and is not far 
removed from tnv evtoAnv. 

Burkitt says: 

“The Antiochian Greek text seems never to have influenced 
Egypt—at least not before the x century. Freedom from 
specifically ‘Antiochian’ readings is a characteristic of all 
forms of the Egyptian N.T.”—Burkitt in ‘ Texts and Versions,’ 
Encye. Bibl. 1903. 

But precisely. because long ago Egypt had revised this Antiochian 
text. 
This revising process will now engage our attention for many 


pages. 


CHAPTER, IT; 
B in St. MatTrHew’s GOSPEL. 


Example of editing by B. 


Matt. v. 87. ‘‘ Let your word be yea yea, nay nay.’”’ For ectw B alone 
with > min* Hus substitutes ectar. Hort actually dignifies this 
with a place in his margin. Nowif B be right, % and every 
other ms and Father are wrong and the copies in their hands 
most curiously mutilated. 

For Justin Martyr, Clement and Clem?™ several times, Tertullian, 
Cyprian and Iren. all witness to éorw, while John Damascene confirms it 
absolutely, for quoting the same saying from St. James v. 12, where 
the rare form 77m obtairs (and is constant in all mss), he quotes it 
as €oTo. . 

(Clem*** as a matter of fact seems to be on both sides and both in 
Strom. This is not indicated by T%sch.) 


Examples of Solecisms or practical Solecisms of B. 


v. ll. evexa Bw 
vi. 18. >vnotevewv Tos avOpwrots B (&) only 
21. —Kav B and one boh codex 
33. > Tv dixatoouvny Kat THY Bacirecay avtov B 
ibid. xpnte (pro ypntere) Bet ol 


xii. 20. No one seems to have emphasised Ayvov by B (for Auvor, flax). 
I do not think this is an itacism because k and vg© check us. 
Anvos OY Aavos Means wool (smoking wool’’), but also in a 
sense wood (wooden winepress, trough, coffin, etc.), hence 
probably the lignwm of k, which the very old Vulgate text of 
vg’ confirms. B and k draw together elsewhere, but I have 
not seen notice taken of it here. Lignwm is not necessarily 
therefore an error for Zinwm. Indeed in an ancient 
Graeco-latin B may have seen lignwm, since k has pre- 
served it. 

Sah boh imply a wick of flax, but aeth suggests the woody 
fibre of flax. 
32, ove apePncetas (pro adeOnoera: primo loco) B*! 


B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 15 
Matt. 
ibid. ov un aden (pro ove apeOnaetar sec loco) B 
38. —Kat hapicawy B-min’? against all others 
48 fin. — wou (post ot adedqpor) Be" wid cum Hv Ebion®rivh 
xiii. 4. Kas eNOovta Ta TetTewa Katepayev B fam 18 only vid (and 
not from a parallel) but cf. von Soden 
5. THs yns (pro yns) Be! (De novo B®! rns yns Marc iv. 5) 
6. exavpatw0n iB (rell et & exavpaticbn et D exavpaticOncar) 
17. —xat dixator Be 
24, ehadnoev (pro trapeOnxev) B* vid et k | Negl. Soden| 
xiv. 2. —0dva tovto 1B | Habet Mare vi. 14] 
5. ewes (pro ott) B** cwm 604; eevdn SN (sah expresses this 
curiously) Of. xxi. 46 which B was considering. 


19. KeXevoate (pro KeNEvoas) iDp*eSoa 

36. Tapexadovy (—avtor) B 892 Orig 1/2 Chr 
xy. 11. epyopevov (pro evcepyopevov) Bee 

15. avtw evrev (pro eitrev avTo) B pers 

17. evcepyomevov (pro etatropevomevov)  B Orig 1/2. Add Sod°”° 

32. —7dn ; _ B 106 801 1 vg (of syr copt aeth) 
xvi. 4. autres (pro Snrev) Be (Cum persi® arab™; cf. syr 

ancipitem curanm linguae) 
14. o1 de (pro arrou de) B*! e¢ Eus (Chr) 
‘17. -ote B*', Add Sod” teste Sod, sedcontraed. 


21. decxvuvar (pro decxvuev) Bs! cum Origs™ 
22. reyes avTw eTiTywov B” (pro npEato emitipay avTw eyor) 
and W-H marg 
Xvll. 25. amo twos ( pro aro Tivwr) B 288 sol. Cyr 2/4. Add Soda 
XVili. 9. cxavdarer (pro cKavdadifer)  B*', Overrectors have not 
changed. It is accented cxavédanrei. 
28, —exewvos B 245 pers sol (arm? contra codd) 
30. > avrov ot cvvdovAot B*' et copt 
xix. 22. ypnuata (pro xtnuata) B*' (Chr) Is this “simple” and 
“‘inartificial’’? Hort says ‘‘no,” for he rejects it from his text and margin. 

Cf Liddell and Scott swb ypiya: ‘The interchange of yphua and 
«Tha is frequent, yet the same distinction holds as between ypdouas and — 
KTaouat, so that xtjya is strictly a possession, ypjua what one wants 
“or uses.” 

In other words ‘‘money” to B or the scribe of B was more 
familiar (ypyuar’ avnp “money makes the man,’ Pindar) than landed 
possessions. B*"'’ was a city man, a town man, as is seen all through 
his attitude. , 

St. Mark differentiates between xtnuata and ypnuata in x. 22/23 of 
the parallel.t 


t See further remarks as to this in section on Patristic quotations and Clement 
of Alexandria. 
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CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


St. Luke (= Mark x. 23) uses yenuara, having in the previous verse 
said merely nv yap wAovovos cfodpa. In Mark x. 22 it is D which sub- 
stitutes ypyuata for xTnwaTa. 

In this connection consider next (out of the regular order) : 


Matt. 


xxy. 27. 


sore, ash 
25. 
27. 


peat, hee 


ol. 


Ta apyupta jou (for To apyupioy wov) N*BW 604 only; “my 
monies”? for ‘“‘my money” although referring only to the 
one talent as Tisch points out. All the other Greeks, 
sympathising cursives, Latins, bok and sah have the 
singular. One solitary sah ms No. 8, by the change of 
tt to n, gives the plural with NB. I think these two places 
looked at together are very instructive. 


— eis Gavatov vel Pavatw B aeth 

KATAKUPLEVTOUC LV. B 124 al. perpauc (contra rell et verss) 

ELVAL ULWV TPwWTOS B alone among many variations, 
apparently the nearest to copt. 

ov pnkete (for pnxere) BLA only, being a strengthened 


negative but against all the rest and Orig’® Meth and even 
Peter of Alexandria. 

After varying the order of vv. 29/30 B with only a very few 
cursives and sah boh etc., remains alone at verse 31 with 
o votepos, for Evan 4 has o devtepos, and D with the other 
few o ecxatos. Hort places 0 vorepos in his text. 


xxii. 39.1 opowws (pro opoia) B*! vid The one change hangs on 
ibid. —avutn B@ vid the other. 
XXill. 27. omovalere (pro mapopoiagere) B1 [non fam] 
37. —eavTns B 604 soli (libere Clem 1/3 Orig 2/6 Eus 4/5) 
xxiv. 1. ex (proao) B4 Soden (syr) Cf Mare xii 1 
23. mucTeveTe B 262 Origee*4 (cf Mare xiii. 21) 
38. YyaploKovTes B et Sod™ 
xxv. 6. eyeveto (pro yeyover) B (ef xxiv. 21 eyevero BD 604) 
23. muctos ns (pro ns miotos) Bhr (Lreni™) syr 
40. —Twv aderpav pou BA ffi.2 vg" arm ? Clem 4/5 lib Ath 
42. —ovx pr. (ante edwxate) B* et vg™ soli 
42, +xaw (ante edupnca) BL aeth syr pesh diatess (contra 
’ rell omn et copt) 
Xxvil. 4. —Kal atroxTewovow B mint rz vg" [non al. } 
42, —Xeyov B g; soli vid 
51. wet avtou (pro pera inoov) Be! ¥i4 eum Hil 
53. duvopar B 
61. ovcodounoat (— avtor) B 1-209 [non 118] 69 [non fam] 


t Cf Hawkins’ ‘Hore Syn.’ p.4. Plural never used in the LXX, where the singular 


Orig 2/4. Sod*°*. (Origen gives three readings here.) 


occurs over 850 times. Soden adds * for the plural. 
$ Male Horner opoca. 


B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. ally 


Matt. 
Xxvil. 6. kopBav B* (fg g rz aur gat vg’, corbam a d hr) aeth 


13. oca (pro Toca) B™ (D toca) 
17. tov BapaBPav B 1 Sod" Orig soli vid [non copt] 
(21. tov BapaBBav NBL 1 33 122 892 (sah boh xe Rappakac 
cf syr) If improvised in ver 17, probably also, here) 
-24, Kxatevavte (pro atrevayTi) BD soli vid et W-H [non al. Sod] 
29. mepieOnxav B131? for eOnxav of KNWAII syr boh latt longe 
plur and erePnxav & unc?! min?! dh vg? Hus (sah) 
This is a clear improvisation by B, and would equate such a thing 
as mepedevyoy Of 157 at Luke xvi. 21, except that it comes from 
Mark xv. 17 “‘ cae wepitiOcacw avtw mreEavtes axavd. otep.” 
33. €lg Tov ToToy Tov B* (pro ews Torrov) cf. sah boh et Luc xxii. 33. 
See under ‘“‘ Harmonies.” 
43. emt Tw Oew (pro ery Tov Geov) B 213 soli latt?' Hus 1/2 Juvenc. 
W-H™s 
This seems to be a delicate choice of the dative after zezroev. 
The acc. or dative can accompany vem according to its various shades 
of meaning. Here apparently ‘‘ He was fully persuaded of and conformed 
to God.” 


B and Latin Sympathy. 


It is quite impossible to divorce B from Latin affiliations. In the 
detail of this matter will be found much food for reflection in this Gospel 
and in the others. 

These lists are compiled to assist in differentiating between a possible 
common base of the Greek and Latin witnesses and a real appropriation 
by B of Latinisms or Latin readings. The full force of the matter is felt 
when we see where W goes with B and where it does not. 

Matt. 


i, 22. xupiou(—Tov) NBCDW2ZA (observe both D and A are present) 
25. ews etexev (pro ews ov erexev) B"|W-H] (ef Luc xii. 59) 


il. 13. efavn (pro pawera) B 872 and latt 

vi. 10. Kase ere yns (—T7s) NBWZA Clem Origs*° 
18. > vynotevey Tos avOpmrows B (k) sola 

ix, 28. > tovto dvvapat tromoat Bi qwvg 


x. 4. Kxavavawos (pro kavavitns) BCD (yav.) Li min pauc copt it vg et 
16. evs To pecov (pro ev Tw pecw) AVKoV B*! cum ff, k vg? Lucif. 


23. lopanr (— Tov) . BD[W-H] lati (cf Marc xv. 32) 
xu. 1, 12. caBBatos (pro caBBacw) B! e¢ vett sabbatis 
xii. 4. 0 (pro ods) BDW 18 22 124 bd k q aur vg" syr 


xi. 5. e€avetevrav (pro eEavererrev) Be! Cf lattexortasunt. See 
‘Change of Number.” 
8. erecev cs  B* (pro erecey ere) sed B ipse vid ere substituit 
39. atwvos (— Tov) NBD fam 18 33 Orig 1/2 latt (contra sah et boh 
diserte Tovtov Tov atwvos) 
C 
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Matt. 


xiii. 


[ xiii. 


XIV. 


XV. 


XVii. 


xIx. 


40. 


46, 


9. 


10. 


29. 
32. 
ol. 


ov. 


22. 


. of8n (pro wfOncav) |[pewvons Kat nrevas following] corres- 


. papicao (—ov) BCLMWATI® al. pauc boh Dam. 
. Tx (pro exw) BD Sod* latt Orig 1/2 (contra SL xrAnpovoynee) 
. Aeyet (pro edn) B Sod fam 18 only of Greeks with all Latins. 
. -oTt Bplur and latt (but against NCLMZ copt syr) 


7 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


The above is followed suspiciously closely by xataxavetac 
NB (D —ovra) 1 [non 118-209] Cyr and latt ‘‘ comburuntur,” 
“ exuruntur” (contra rell Gr). The Coptic word, one chosen 
out of many, cepoKg,owe (hence “ sirocco”’) may also 
intimate cataxavetat rather than xaetac. W with the rest 
KQLETQL, 
A very curious case occurs here, where NB and all agree in 
men paxev against the aorist of D alone erwdncer| 
AurnOers (pro eduTnOn) BD 1 fam 13 604. Some Latins 
contristatus without est (against the other Greeks and the 
important witnesses c f k q* copt arm syr). This Aureus 
looks strangely like the Latin contristatus (—est), for the 
copula de wanting in BD is found in the Latins ¢ f k q* (copt 
syr), which have contristatus est, showing that est did not slip | 
in there by mistake. 
twavynv (—Tov) only BN*ZO 1 as lat. Otherwise sah boh 
‘he took off the head of John.” 
meTpos (—0) NBD [non minn] W-H 
avaBavtwy (pro euBavtav) NBDT° 892 (latt: sscendentbali . 
Kwpovs akovorTas (pro Kkwh. NaXovyTas) BY 59 115 238 and 
e ‘“‘surdos audientes”’ (while d using swrdos yet has loquentes, 
as also k). All the rest and att have Aadovytas. I class this" 
here because of the acceptance by d e k of surdos for mutos. 
xwpos is used in N.T. both for dwmb and deaf (vide our Eng. 
transl.). Boh turns the difficulty by beginning mutos 
loquentes, continuing et clodus ambulantes et caecos videntes, 
and closing with the addition of surdos audientes, while @ 
cuts out nearly the whole verse. 
> To Tepiccevoy Twy Kr. npav. Latin order, supported only by 
BD 1 383 892 against the Greeks and other versions. 


ponds to latt mult “‘ paruit.” 
The polyglot character of NB is shown in this same verse 
where they change the order pet avtov cvAdaXourTes (cum €0 
loquentes) to cvvAanr. eT avTov with W 1 ffs g sah boh aeth 
and syrr Cyr. So again xvi. 7 mpoondOev o tyoovs Kat 
avrapevos SBD fam 13 604 it?! vg syrr against mpoceAOav ... 
nvaro of the rest. 
ovotpepopevwy Oe avtwy (pro avactpep. de avtav) NB 1 892. 
Cf lat”! conversantibus ; etre....ce ffi; et Orig (‘neutral ’’) 
otpepomevay Se avTwv. 


B IN-ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 19 
Matt. 


xx. 20. am avtov (pro wap avtov) BD 604 W-H. Cf latt sah 
83. > ot opOarpor nuov NBDLZ 33 892 Sod®?"™ 4 latt 
xxi. 28. > dvo texva Ba 142 299 Sod™* lattom= 

xxl. 4. ntomaxa NBC*DL1 2233 604 892* ; against nrouaca of the 
rest, strengthened by Orig Cyr Chr Dam. Hort uses nrowwaxa 

here without a sign in the margin. This is not Origen. 
5. ewe thy eurroptay (pro ets Thy eur.) NBCDT*S®@ fam 13 88 

125* 157 [non 28] 604 Orig and Lart. 

30. —Tov Geov BD fam1 [non fam 13] 604abcdeffrahar 
vg®™ syr cu sin sah arm Origt® W-H, but cof Marc xii. 25 
Note that W has tov @eov with the rest and does not go 


with D here. 
xxiv. 3. —7Tys> (ante cvvtedXecas) NBCLIM Sod” fam 1 33 157 892 Cyrbe 
38. +exewais 5 BD Sod*” latt and sah 


xxv. 16. exepdncev (pro emrouncev), and —tTadavta fin by BCDL, and 
BL respectively, shows very strong Latin affiliation, both 
being against N and the mass. 

29. tou de pn exovTos (pro amo Se Tov wn exovtos) NBDL 1-209 
[non 118] 83 124 [non fam] = Lat. 

41. Kkatnpapevor (—ort) NBLT" 83 Sod*° boh Cyr 1/2 (contra 

rell et Patr Gr permultos) et Orig”, 

xxvi. 45. xaOevdete Nouvroy (pro xa. To NowTrov) ~=BCLW 273 348 m‘* 
p<” 892 Sod seems to equate 757 and the Latin jam [see 
Liddell and Scott]. Syr with sah and aeth = “ergo.” 

53. mee (pro mA«evovs) N* BD W-H[non minn]latt (against Origen) 

XXvil. 43. ee Tw ew (pro ere Tov Oeov)  B 213 soli latt?! et W-H mg. 

49. evmrav B fam 13 (and eov D 69) W-H tat=abed fr 
g2 q but not the others and no vulgates. All other Greeks 
oppose with edeyov. 

xxvill. 14. vo Tov nyemwovos (pro ete Tov ny.) BD 59892 only with W-H 
marg. Of lat ‘a praeside.” 

15. apyupia (—Ta) N*B*W Soa?" e¢ -W-H tat. Cf lat 

“ pecunia.”’ 

ibid. onuwepov +yuepas BDL and Latin against ® and the rest. 
_ hese three places coming so close together after a long while seem 
particularly interesting and noteworthy. Origen opposes B definitely in 
the last place and probably at xxviii. 14, certainly once out of twice there. 

This is again followed by: 

XXVili. 17. apocexuvycav (—avtw) NBD 33 only and latt (except g) vg Hus 

Chr against all other Greeks +av7 with g syr and Coptic. 
Observe now from xxviii. 19 where B adds ovy with AII, and where 
D adds ywv (and some Latins both ovy and vuv), that this Latin text 
favoured by B was not of the purest most neutral stock, for N and all 
other Greeks add nothing, having vropevOevtes only with EVERY GREEK AND © 
Latin Fatuer from Irenaeus to Amphilochius. And the. same remark 
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20 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


applies to the Barticavtes of BD (soli; Soden adds none) Jatt in this 
verse against Bamrifovtes of all the rest, and the same array of Fathers. 
I am sorry to say that Hort swallows ovv without marginal comment, and 
ventures to put Bamticavres in his margin. 


As to B and Coptic sympathy. 


[Again here observe W, Where W joins is for the Egyptian method 
of the possessive before the noun (vii. 24, 26) and for wa instead of otras 
(vill. 84), which pina would appear in the bohairic column or at any 
rate be familiar to the ear of an Alexandrian |. 

This feature has been recognised to some extent, but many details 
have been overlooked which make for definite Coptic influence upon 
the parents of B, rather than for mere common basic sympathy with 
a Greek text underlying the Coptics. 


Matt. — 


i. 5. Boes NB Ozyr? k sah boh W-H 
ii. 21. evonAev (pro mAOev) NBC 157 278 soli et sah (aqRuoK 
eg,pat) boh (aq: eDorerw) 
ili. 2. —xae (ante Neyo) NB sah boh aeth gz q W-H Sod. 
vii. 17. Amid vastly differing orders (see under NB in Part II for 
details) B alone with vg™® gives us Coptic order Kxapzrous 
move Kadous, bringing «adouvs last. Tischendorf does not 
notice this and Horner for some extraordinary reason is 
here absolutely silent. Yet Hort places this grandly in his 
margin. If anyone will take the trouble (it takes a good 
half hour) to run through the differing orders, he will rise 
from his examination convinced that B here does not 
alone retain a “neutral” order, but has ‘‘ accommodated ” 
at some time in his career. Soden adds no support for B. 


=— 


24, avrov tnv otxiavy NBCWZ 1 33 892 Orig sah boh (ex more 


copt) contra rell omn et latt tnv otxcay avtov. [Anyone 

who will compare what N does elsewhere in this chapter 

(see Part II. under 8 and B) will bear me out that he sat 

there playing with the versions, ringing changes in sy7, lat 
9 and copt, as well as improvising himself, as he does in the 

verse previous to this, adding zroAXa to damonal. 

26. avtov thy ocxrcav =NBWZ 1 604 892 Sod4 sah boh (more 
copt). Contra rell et Orig (hoc loco) ! 

vill. 8. azroxpiWes 8¢ N*B 33 3872 sah [non boh| W-H 

atrexplOn..Kat ermev sy et kk T 

Kat atroxpibets N» C et rell et latt 


+ This is rather a pretty picture in an unimportant place of my contention as 
to k (Tisch does not refer to it, so I wish to call attention to it). 


B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. P1 
Matt. 


vill. 18. 0yAov B sah soli (et W-H tat) 
oxydovs W& bol soli (rovs oxdovs boh) 

The rest wodvy oydov, oydov ToAvY (W), woAXous oYAoUs OY oYAOUS 
TONNOUS. 

A curious place occurs at viii. 27 jin where NBW 1 33 892 Hus Chr 
W-H make the order avtw vraxovovew against vraxovovow avtw of all 
others, including coptic and the versions ; / alone varies, with obaudientest 
tantwm, and Hil 1/2 obedisse. In Luke the order of all is also xa 
uTaxovovely avtw, but B omits there with 604. Why this change of order 
in Matthew against coptic, latin and syriac? d is available again here 
for the first time and reads obaudiunt ei with the mass. Sod adds °° to 
XBW. 


Matt. 


vill. 384. wa (pro o7rws) BW alone and boh pinta (sah xEKAC) 
ix. 9. uwabOaoy NB*D sah [non boh], so at x. 3 again 
12 init. o de (— aos) NBD2 248 892 d sah [non boh] aeth®™* 
syr sin 


32. kwpov (—avOpwrov) NSB 71892 sah boh (Rowe Ko) aeth syr 
W-H contra rell omn. 
x. 32. ev Tots ovpavois (pro ev ovp.) BCKYV al. sah boh Cyr 
sed Orig 1/4 
em oc f ett) BVX al. sah boh Cyr sed 
Orig 1/8 
x1. 16. ev tats ayopats (pro ev ayop.) NBZ (1) 124 157 892 al. 
W-H Sod. sah boh contra rell et Clem (sed ev tn ayopa 
D syr sah™, in foro d latt aeth goth) 
x11. 13. cou ryv yelpa (pro tnv yepa cov) NBL min pauc and 899 i is 
the coptic manner. See above, and beyond for such preference 
under ‘‘ Genitive before the Noun in Luke.” 
17. wa (pro orws) SNBCDI1 33 Orig Eus boh (see above, viii. 34). 
22. See under ‘‘ Change of Voice.” 
31. apeOnoetar vpiv tos avOpwros B 1 [non 118-209] sah. 
syr Ath [non boh latt] 
xii. 28. o« de (—dovA0r) ° B 157g. h boh sah [non aeth rell] W-H tat 
This seems to be a nicety of “pairs.” 0 de ey avutois..o Se Neyouow 
avtw. Very pretty but not legitimate. So both coptics “But he, said 
he to them. .but they, said they to him.’’ It is ridiculous to suppose that 
all others added this dover. Besides Manich®?'r» opposes B and has it. 
Matt. f 
xiv. 3. +rTore B° cum fam 13 Sod” et txt, et sah diserte (ev tovtw 
To Kaipw); et cf k “cum detinuisset.” 


+ This may be primitive. 
} Observe the different character of support to B in these three places while sah 
boh are constant. 
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CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


This is clear B and sah sympathy and nothing else. Boh does 
not join nor N nor D nor W nor others. 


Matt, 


Xvi. 21; 


xvii. 8. 


14, 


IC XC (pro o mous) N*B* Sod" sah 2/3 bohom Practer duo against 
the rest, and they themselves corrected,t and against the other 
versions. (Dominus Jesus aeth, as often = merely “‘ Jesus.’’) 
N@ 892 Orig Tren plane om. W-H follow NB. 

eats Me a G04 Soxias( PTO Tov uncovy povoy. This is 
rendered perfectly clear from the coptics, where autos is tacked 
on to the word for povos. The Latins do not do it, so we 
may clearly refer this as to both S and B to Coptic I think 
or possibly Syriac. Following so close on xvi. 21 it is 


instructive. 
eMovtwy (—avtwv) NBZ 1124 245 Sod” sah 


XVili. 1 init. ev exe be BM Sod” and only sah 3/6 boho™® 
11 vers om. NBL* 1* [non fam] 13 [non fam] 33 892* e fi sah 


14. 


16. 


27. 


ol. 


xix. 16. 


boh?! syr hier sin Orig (contra rell et syrr rell latt rell aeth ?). 
D has the verse and also W very specially. Observe the 
spacing fo 65 in W. (Sod also omits.) ; 
Tatpos gov (pro tatpos vpov) BEHIT al. sah boh, only 7. of 
Latins, arm aeth, syr sin (only of syr) and Orig” 
Matter of order: maparafe (ett) eva n Sv0 peta o. Bh 
boh sah only [non al. Sod} 
Tov dovrov (—exervov) B Sod°1 124 only with sah 4/7. It may 
be useful to mention the sah Mss as they are very definite here. 
They are 111 112 114 f'. (avrov syr cu sin, et aliter pers). 
>avtov ot cuvdovror Be! cum sah boh ‘ 
cxo (pro eyo vel KAnpovounow) BD Sod™ Orig 1/2. Coptic 
has no verb for exw, and although cyw probably approxi- 
mates the Latin here, it is interesting to see that sah has e1rext 
“take” as against boh NTAEpKAHpONosaimt “inherit” 
transliterating the Greek of NL and some. 


. TOS TTwW XLS (pro TTwxoIs) BD only with sah boh against 


all the rest and against Clem Orig** with a host of Fathers. 


9. Tov e“ov ovopatos (pro Tov ovogatos ov) NB Sod?‘ 


124 [non fam]§ sah boh et W-H tat. 


. TOANaTAaciova (pro exatovtaTAac.) BL Sod fam ¢$° sah syr 


hier Orig?™'* soli W-H txt [non ® rell} 


t So it is not likely that either of the mss N or B influenced boh or sah, seeing that 
the corrections stared the copts in the face. Obs. a place like xxvii. 4 where afwoy is 
used by NB* and the mass, while d:«aov is transliterated by sah. 

{ Syr uses the same expression xvii. 19; not so coptic. 

§ Therefore, as I supposed, the Matthaean recension of 124 was revised in Egypt. 


B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 23 


Matt. 
xx. 9. edMovtes de B et W-H tat cum sah boh™”: (r, syr cu non sin). 


16, —7roddou yap ero KANTOL OdLYOL de ExrexTOL. NBLZ 36 892 
sah boh®! (aeth aliq, non Walton) against all the rest and 
latim™™ syr™ arm Orig’ hoc loco (Barn Hom*™ Clem). 
This is supposed to be dragged in by the mass from xxii. 14, 
but Orig quotes twice at xx. 16, and thrice at xxii. 14. It 
seems a clear “ Egyptian”? removal at xx. 16, for neither 
D nor W nor ¢ nor 7, nor ff countenance the removal here and 
syr lat are a unit for the clause. 

34. >avtov tov oupatwy  B*' et copt (contra Orig) 

xxl. 11. >0 rpodntns enoous NBD 157 sah boh arm Orig 1/3 Eus 

against all the rest and Jatt syrr aeth Orig 2/3 

This Origenistic division is most illuminating in all these places, 
leaving NBD alone with Egypt for a base. (Cf BD supra xix. 21). 

It is immediately followed by 

x1. 12. evs To vepov (—Tov Geov) NBL 13 [non fam] 33 73 604 892 6, 
sah boh again, with arm aeth Orig 2/5 Meth Chr Hil, but seems 
to be a clear harmonistic omission, for tov Qeov is absent from 
Mark (xi. 15) and Luke (xix. 45). (Sod adds °° #! alia.) 

Note how closely NB stick to copt here, with Origen again a poor 
wavering witness. 

In such cases Tischendorf (as Turner has pointed out in a general 
way) abandoned his favourite 8 with great judgment and placed tov @eouv 
in his text, while poor Hort, abject slave to his standard, can only find 
room for tov Ocov in his margin. The Revisers restore it to their text (but 
in Souter’s note he says “13 &c. 383 700,’ implying the family 13, 
whereas the other members do not support 18). 

As to xxi. 13, I have to refer to another place under ‘“ Historic 
Present.” I have followed Dr. Schmiedel’s advice in making such 
subdivisions, but it has much inconvenience for the running argument. 
I state it once for all here.t Observe then that croverte of NBL Sod”? 124 
892 is the reading of boh (against sah). Therefore in what precedes here 
as to Coptic, boh is just as old as sah. 

xxl. 15. +7ovs (ante xpafovras) NBDLN (sah) boh arm syr against 
the rest and the usual cursives and Orig Meth. Boh is very 
definite here. Tisch. omits to add the versions. 

Again Hort follows what is really a version tradition here against 
Origen and Methodius, L and the rest. 

xxi. 29/31 vers invert. B pauc. cum sah boh ete. 

Zxil. 37. 0 de edn avtw NBL 33 sah boh Orig" (against D latt epy 

_ avtw unoous, and o é€ uncous edn avtw of most, and o d¢ uaous 
elTev avtw of some) 


t A more elaborate subdivision will be found elsewhere including ‘‘ Form,” which 
sometimes finds a place under the unique readings of B. 
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eer 39 init. Sevrepa (— Se) N*B 157 sah! boh'™ W-H. There seems 
no other attestation. (Sod adds *" [6 or e?]**). Other sah 
and boh codd have ae, but some boh te. Latins have awtem, 
while syrr diatess and Cypr have cas devtepa. Mark xii. 31 = 
‘““Sevtepa avn,” hence this seems Marcan influence, for 
Luke x. 27 continues simply “‘ cas tov 7Ayovov.”’ 

xxiii. 9. > vuwv o matnp NBUS 33 892 Sod'*""* Hust 48 al’ Nyss 
et sah boh W-H et Sod txt (contra rell gr et syr lat 0 jwatnp vor) 

38. —epnuos BL ff. sah boh syr sin. I place this here as it 
does not seem basic at all but Egyptian. Orig who (doubt- 
fully) supports once with Cyr 2/3 is contradicted by Orig sv? 
Eus*?° as well as Clem and Cypr and all other Greeks and 
Latins. ff. appears here owing to its Egyptian influences. I 
do not place this under ‘‘ Harmonistic omissions,” although at 
St. Luke xii. 35 most authorities omit, for there a good many 
add. It probably belongs in St. Matthew and not in St. Luke. 
BL ff, sah boh syr sin are only complicating the synoptic pro- 
blem here once more. Soden has no new witness for omission. 

Diatess § 41 is quoting from Matthew and has epnyos. 

W-Hort here in Matt. exclude epnuos from the text but have it in the 
margin. Souter has it in his text but puts a footnote ‘‘ om. épyuos.” He 
gives the evidence of BL, adding a black letter H("* 2). The jf is so 
small one can hardly see it, and black letter L makes one think it has 
large Latin support, whereas ff, here is representing Egypt, against e and 
all the rest and all vulgates. 

xxiv. 31, 37, 38, 39 taken together have some significance. 

40. > ecovras dv0 = N*B p** 892 h x rz vgi®* and sah, against 
boh and the rest. (For the conjunction h 7 7, see under Lists 
for 8 and B at xxiv. 11 as well as here. This seems conclusive 
as to h for Irish origin. No other Old Latins join them; and 
observe the full array of ah nr 12 at xxvi. 56). Add Soden*” 

48. > pov o xupios = NBCDIL 33157 209? 409 604 892 Sod. perpaue. 
Ephr? sah boh 

ibid. ypoviter (—edOew) NB 6 33 604 892 sah boh Ephr Ireni™ 
(against all the rest and against all Latins but Ireni™* which 
shows this is Jven** pure) : 

xxv. 1. uravtnow (pro aravt.) NSBCZ 1 [non fam] 892 (Meth 1/2) 

[male Soden de 157] Cfeg pen boh 

This in connection with xxy. 6 fin ekepyecOe es amavtnow 

(—avtov) by NB 604 alone + Cyr Meth shows such a nice appre- 

ciation of the difference between vravtyow avtov and aravtnow without 

avtov that it should be carefully noted (Z is wanting in verse 6), because 

both coptics and all others and all Latin have avrov in verse 
6 fin. 


Cf in this connection xxvi. 42 mapedOew (—ar7r epov). 
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Note further that at 


Matt. 
vili, 28. 


o4., 


XXVlll. 9. 


Mark 


xxi. 10. 


iveob 1. 


xi. 20. 
30. 
pare 3. 


18. 


a. 2D. 
Seyi. 16. 


vinvTncay avTw is used by all on this the first occurrence of 
the expression. 


Els UTTAVTNTLVY TOU LNTOU N 33 |! 

€lS UTAVTNGLW TW LNTOU Bel sod’? 

els cuvavTnaw Tov tncov = =C 157 892 ys Cyr els aTravTnow 
ELS TUVAVTNTW TW LNTOU Rell omn Tw t. Sod® # 


uTyvTnsey avTats is used again by N*BCIIZ) fam 1 fam 13 
(partim) 604 892 min® Orig Cyr against amnvrncev avt. of the 
rest 


. UTNVTNGEV AUTM NBCDGLA 1 fam 18 28 al?® Dam against 


annvTnoev of AIT unc? al. pl 


. aTavTnoces uusty ~~ unchanged by all (except uz. 28 Sod’) 


. urnvtncev (—avtw) NBEWE 1 33 157 604 al® (rell urnvtyncev 


+avto praeter I al. pauc arnt.) 


. TUVYNVTNTEV AVTW All (except D cuverOewv R cuvnvtncayv) 
. uTavTnca, tw peta «=NABDRXA 1 33 fam 18 (partim) 157 


Paris’ 892 Sod™ 
atavtnca To peta = LLWTATI wnc® al. pl Bas 


. UTNVTNTAV avTw NN Sod? fam 1 fam 13 [non 124] 157 


[male Sod| 892 al® Bas Dam 
urnvtnoav (—avtw) Li et Sod txt 
ATNVTNTAV AUTH AWXTAATI wre? al. pl et R-V 
annvTncay (—avtw) Bet W-H txt 


[orrov noav D de (latt) | 
UTAVTNTEL UILLV CXL al. pauc 892 Sod** 
ATAVTNOEL ULLY D 124 (a7.) al. pauc. Orig 


TUVAVTNTEL VLLY SNABPRWIAATL unc? al. pl 


UTNVTNTAV avTw NBCDKLW 1 ail” et 892 
aTNVTNTAVY aVTY ATAAIL une’ al. pl Orig Cyr Chr 
UINVTNTEY AUTH by all (except Sod") 

UINVTNTEV AUTH by all (except one) 

es uTavtnow avrw NBEFHMQSWTAA al. pl 

ews avravtnow avtw AKUII al® Orig'® (avtov Sod) 
ets cuvavTnow avtw LX 157 al. pauc 

eis guvavtnow avtov DG al 

UTNVTNTEV AUT by all (urnvtncav D c a) 


cuvavtncas avtw iby all (cuvavtnoavta avtw two) 
UTaVTNGal np NBCE min® Orig (cvvatravt. two) 
aTravTnoal nev ADHLP al. pl Eustath Chr 
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Acts 


Xx. 22. cvvavtnoovta wo. NBULP al. pl Ath Chr (8B enor) 
cuvavtncavta wow ADEH al. 
cupPnoomeva wor C min? 
XXVili. 15. evs vravtnow vuw = &* sic (nuw Sod™ 
els vTravTnow nuwy AO 
el; aravtnow nuw ABHUPN ete Chr Thpyl 1/2 
els atravtngw nuov I min Thpyl 1/2 


1 Thess. 
iv. 17. ess vravtnow To ypioTw ets acpa ~=9D* K* FG 
els UTAVTNTW TW KUPLW ELS AEpa D? 
els TUVaYTNITW TOU KupLou ets acpa Hpiph 
els aTTavTnow Tov Kuplov eis acca = BB ell Orig?* Hipp Dial 
Fuss Bas al. 
Heb. 


vii. 1. cuvavtncas, Heb vii. 10 cuvnrvtncev by all 


Anyone who will have the patience to go through this list will see 
the drift at once. Until the list is drawn up we are at sea. Now it 
appears that vzavtaw is purely Johannine, that St. Luke rather favours 
cvvavtaw (as shown by Acts x. 25, xx. 22; Luke ix. 37, xxi. 10), 
but also used vravt. or avayt. elsewhere, where the Mss try to confuse 
us. St. Mark uses azravtaw xiv. 13, and the MSS are divided as to 
aravT. or vravT. at v. 2. St. Matthew uses vravtncay in vill. 28, 
where all are agreed, and doubtless cvvavrnow at vill. 84, which NB wish 
to change to v7. He seems afterwards to employ azavrt. but the Mss 
wish to harmonise his passages (or prefer the Johannine expression) 
and so confuse us at xxv. 1 and xxviii. 9. St. Matthew therefore uses 
all three expressions interchangeably and this has caused the trouble. 
I have no hesitation, after making up this list, of charging wilful change 
by NB at Matthew vill. 34, xxv. 1, xxviii. 9 (probably Mark v. 2, 
Luke xiv. 31) and Acts xvi. 16, where Hustath{ contradicts Origen. 
Certainly someone is revising. Is it Antioch or Alexandria or Caesarea ? 
Well, observe Luke xvii. 12 and Acts xxviii. 15 for the keys and there 
will be found 8 and B opposing each other! There seems to be no kind 
of doubt in view of the wavering courses of L and II and C and X 
that accommodation and revision went on in the different places. 
Instead of ‘‘neutrally” keeping clear of these matters, SB run to meet 
difficulty and again obscure the issue for us in some of these passages, 
and hence a text founded on NB obscures the problem of the varying 
synoptic language (see Luke xvi. 12 B ¢ W-H soli, Li & Sod soli!). 

Epiphanius shows us at 1 Thess. iv. 17 how carelessly he differentiated 
between the language of one or of another passage. 

After this digression we continue as to coptic sympathy :— 


a = iv eal a a 


+ Nor is Eustathius’ text of Acts any common “ Antioch” revision. He has a 
most peculiar cast alone with D in one of the few places which survive in his writings. 


Peete 28. 


45. 
55. 


WL. 
XNVite 2: 


22. 
42. 


46. 
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3. as yap (pro a de Z 157 it?', av ow Dd ffr, artwes X plur) 


NBCL 33 892 boh sah 


. —epxyetas NBCDLZ 604 892 sah boh d Meth 1/2 Cyr [contra 


rell omn et syr lat| 
—xawys (ante diaOnens) NBLZ 33 Sod 8 boh™™s [non sah, 
of “ Pistis’’| Cyr, against all the rest and Origen Iren. This 
hardly belongs in this list, but I do not know where to place 
it. Ido not charge this as a deliberate omission, yet it looks 
like one. The evidence is overwhelming for the reception of 
Kkawns, which Hort excludes. The Oxford edition of 1910 
also excludes, but Souter gives the evidence, actually ranking 
“102” for omission. I should have thought 102 was exploded 
long ago as being merely a collation of B. Gregory in his 
Emendanda removed 102 everywhere. Souter adds Cypr for 
omission, as Von Soden (e is wanting). Hitherto Cypr had 
been given by Sabatier and Tisch on the other side. 
toou +yap = =BE p** = sah syr sin Ath? t 
KaOnpepav (—Tpos vpas) NBLA 33 604 892 sah boh syr 
sin Cyr”s Orig 1/3 against all others and against Latin. 
ovtos (— Kat) NBD Sod” [non 604] sah syr sin (against all else). 
TikaTw (—Tovtiw) NBL 33 sah boh syr Orig Petr. This 
is & curious omission against the serried ranks of the other 
Greeks (and W and ® replacing the missing Greek of D here) 
and the Latins, on this the first mention of the name. The 
sah boh syr connection (in the absence of the Latins) does not 
mean that it is necessarily basic. It is to be seen abundantly 
elsewhere that syr sin and sah hang together, not always for 
the purest text. Orig with Petr confirm it as Alexandrian, but 
whether “‘ neutral” or not is another question. 
—nyeuov NB Sod®° 33 69 [non fam] sah [non boh | syr™* arm 
(syrtt) W-H 
Bactrevs wcpanr eotw (—e) NBDL 33 892 d sah (against 
boh and everything else including syr sin Hus Ps-Ath) 
erwer ekwer B et sah literatim soli cf Mare 
eros EXwoe = Net boh literatim cum 33 al. pauc vg""4| xv. 34 


In Mark xv. 34 both NB have eds edXwt, while sah repeats ewer 
edwet and boh edaw cedar, but the syr differentiates (with the Greeks) as 
between Matthew and Mark. This tiny place therefore affords a con- 
siderable clue. It is probable that B and sah are closer in St. Matthew 
than elsewhere; in other words, sympathetic readings, although 
including syr sin or others, probably derive from sah, at any rate in 


+ ‘“‘But we have not been able to recognise as Alexandrian any readings of B in 
any book of the New Testament which it contains.” Hort, vol. ii. p. 150, Hort did not 


look very far. 


How about Athanasius here ? 
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Matthew. Similarly, as often before, N runs with boh here. It is 
probable that N had before him either sah AND boh, or an edition of 
boh which was nearer to sah than our surviving boh Mss show. 

Matt. : ) 


Xxvil. 46. Xeua «NBL 33 273 604 Hust 21 22 et boh (al. boh ErXeanar 
cum sah). The rest Aca or reywa, and Aaa D 
ibid. caBaxtavee B*' vid cum 22? al’ sah (pro caBay. rell) 

51. Order: exyicOn (am) avabev ews Katw evs dvo (hoc loco) BC*L 
sah boh aeth (As syr sin omits catw ets dvo and j Orig Hus 
omit evs dvo this can only come from coptic). [N goes with 
the rest and Latin order, placing evs dvo after exyvc 7. | 

58. amrodo@nvar (—To coua) NBL min against all the rest and 
the Latins and arm aeth goth syr pesh Orig. The support 
is confined to syr sim and the coptics which include avto in 
the verb, while aeth is very definite against them. When aeth 
has shown such intense sympathy with S and B (being alone 
with B in Matthew three times, alone with NS over a dozen 
times) it seems fair to bring it into play in a case like this. 

XXvili. 6 fin. exetto (—0 xvpios) NB 33 Sod ¢ sah boh arm aeth syr 
sin Orig'™* Cyr against the rest and D d, all Latins but e, and 
syr pesh pers (Aeth ‘sepultus fuit,” the Latins “ positus 
erat,” but e ‘‘jacebat,” and observe coptic imperfect). 

The e recension hangs absolutely to NB, for at xxviii. 8 e uses 
abissent (areXovoat NBCL fam 13 33) for exierwnt of all other Latins 
(and e€eA@oveai all other Greeks). 

See again xxvill. 14 —avtov NB Sod’ 33 Orig’ and e only, against 

all else, all Latins, syr copt and CyrMe 

Add to the coptic list the places under ‘‘ Change of number ’’ where 


NB prefer the plural. In every case this has the countenance of the 
coptic. 


Traces of Syrtac. 
Matt. 
x1. 23. > ai ev coe yevouevat B (instead of ai yevouevas ev cor of all 
other Greeks and Latins and Coptic) is found to be the order 
of syr sin (against syr cw). Syr sin says ‘ that in you were 
seen,” but gives this order. It is a curious touch, not observed 
by Mrs. Lewis in her English translation of sy7 sin, not noted 
by Horner in his notes to sah, but standing plainly in Burkitt’s 
notes to syrcusin (Eng and Syriac sides) andin Merx’ translation. 
I have been accused of seeing fanciful resemblances which are 
merely coincidences and at first sight this might appear to be a mere 
coincidence. I am glad of the opportunity to be more precise and to 
show that these things are not mere coincidences and that the study of 
them is an absolute necessity (quite overlooked hitherto) if we are to 
make progress in tracing the text-history behind Origen. 
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It is to be noted then that NBC 1 33 and a few cursives change 
ewevay to ewewev in this same verse against fourteen uncials and the mass. _ 
The plural number is supported by all the Latins, and sah of necessity 
for that version has Sodom and Gomorra. The Greek of all is ev codopos, 
but the Syriacs with the diatess arab have in Sodom and a singular verb. 
The bohairic has Aen conosza and aplural verb. Syriac then and 
NBC are in sympathy here alone, whatever we may think of the whole 
situation, for euevav may possibly be revision here for a basic ewewev. Yet 
how is it that D, all the rest, and all the Latins persist in the plural ? 

The only point I wish to make at this place is, however, that as 
syr and NBC are shown alone together here for ewewey (against the 
otherwise friendly Coptic and Latin) it is clear the previous point as to 
special order in the verse with sy7 sim is well taken. Horner and Tisch 

_are both silent as to the versions, which is a pity. 
Matt. 

Xlll. 386. duactadnoov (pro dpacov) NB Sod * [none of the sympathis- 
ing cursives| Orig and syr copt. Obs. also the use of the word by 
Clem@ex (Strom vi. 15: Kal kata Tov THs adnOelas Kavova 
Stacadodyvtes Tas ypadds). [In xv. 15 Greeks all gdpacov. 
Copt and syr use the same word as in xiii. 36, Latins vary as in 

xii. 86]. Both W-H and Sod place dcacagnoov in their texts. 

xil. 22. See under ‘‘ Change of voice.’ B shares (alone among Greeks 
and Latins) the active voice of syr copt aeth. 

31. apeOnoeTat vty Tous avOpwrros ~B 1 Sod and syr sah Ath 
[non boh non latt]. The other Syriacs express, as often, ‘‘ to 
sons of men,” which may have given rise to it. But perhaps 
place this under Coptic (sah) quite definitely, since Athanasius 
also witnesses. Note this as to Alexandrian readings of B. 

Another peculiar case occurs. soon after in sympathy with the 
versions, partially, at— 

Xli. 36. Neyo Se vey oTL Tay pnua apyov 0 AaAncovew o1 avOpwtrot. So 
NB Sod*" and copt syr. The common Gk text read by nearly 
all is 0 av AaAnowow. NB drop cay and change the subj. to 
the indicative. The Latins all say quod for o cay (except h 
quodcunque) with Iren™ and Cypr, but have the subjunctive, 
so they no doubt read 6 €av XaXnowow. Winer has no remarks 
on this peculiar place for NB, nor has Blass, although the 
latter speaks of it (p. 283) in connection with anacoluthon. 
We must draw our own conclusions, and those are that the 
syr and coptic versions influenced NB. ‘There is much 
difference between ‘“‘ which men may speak” (Lat Gr) and 
‘which men shall speak” (syr copt 8B). D also omits eav 
and has Aadrovow with d. C has eav but writes Nadrncovary. 
Observe now that L and Orig are against NBD, writing o av 
Aarncwow. (W-H follow NB without marginal comment.) 
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Matt. 


xii. 47 versom. N* BLT 126 225 238 400* Sods (not particularly sym- 
pathetic cursives otherwise) fi k syr cw sin sah (against boh 
aeth syr pesh arm and the rest of the Latins). I place this 
example here because ff; & are so thoroughly syriac in base it is 
probably the common base of NB sah coming out here, through 
syr, rather than an ‘‘improvement”’ in their time. Of course 
this can also be grouped under ‘‘ Omissions from homoiote- 
leuton”’ as ver 46 and ver 47 both end with AaAynoa in most 
Greeks, but in ver 46 BCZ end Aadncar avtw, while 8 omits. 

xiv. 24. otadvovs modXous atro THS Yyns (pro pecov THs Oaracans vel nv 
€1g pecov TNS Pan.) B (Sod°*) fam 13 syr sah boh 

29. xac nrOev (pro edOev)  BC* 604 Sodmae syy (ut veniret lat) 
xvi. 4. avtes (pro Gyre) B**' (syr word serves for either expression 
but actually pers’ gives this petit following other B sympathy) 
xvii. 8. avToy w povov B*! cum Sod? (and N*! w avrov povov) Cf. 
syr and copt and see under ‘‘ Coptic influence”’ as well. 
15. Kupue eXenooy pov Tov viov wou B**, Cf. syr sol Kupte pou 
edenooy we * o vos wou. . . et aeth Domine miserere mei filiique 
mei 
xviii. 19. e& ver (pro vuwr) NBDL al. pauc. syr latt 
xxii. 9/10/11/12. See under ‘“‘ Improvement.” As sah repeats the beth 
in verses 9, 11 and 12 and syr does not, it is probable that 
syr is the chief influence in NBL in verse 10. 
xxv. 23. > muctos ns Bh r syr soli (et hoc loco et ver 21 hr syr; in 
ver 21 vg®) quia super pauca fidelis ¢ (—7s) 
42. I do not know whether we ought to attribute + «av before 
edunoa here to syriac influence, but only BL add with syr 
pesh diatess and aeth (not exhibited in Walton’s translation, 
but present in the text). [W-H tzt]. 

Add to the above an interesting place at vi. 1 where for eXenwoovrny 
of most Greeks and k, d:catocvyny is read by N*®BD ft it?! syr sin hier, 
while docw is given by that early corrector N* with boh and syr cu (Sepa 
Ephr). The end of the words for “ gift”? and “righteousness’’ is the 
same in Syriac. ducarocvvyy and docw probably grew out of a revision, 
comparing with syr. But in verse 8 all have eXenuwoourny. — 

[Observe the scant support NB get from the Ms W in all the above. | 


Asvto. Moron 4 


I have neglected most small matters of form, as e7av, xataBato, 
HeTaBa, hoBeabe, woryevOnvac (pro poryacPar), etc. 

I might call attention to Matt. xxvii. 4 where NBC*DL 33 have 
eyevnOnoav and the rest eyevovto with Dion? Hus, while syr sin omits the 
verb altogether. 


{+ Harris gives 892 for dicavoovrny in verse 2, 
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Observe Mark 1. 27 eOap8nOncav NB and all except D who with 
Orig writes eGauSnoav, while W alone has eOavyatov. (In Luke iv. 36 | 
the expression is Kaz eyeveto au Pos). : 


Synonyms. 
Matt. 
xill, 80. aypse N* °° L Chr 1/3 See also 
ews BD Chr 1/3 Hulog xxvill. 15 ews ND) 213 Orig 1/2 
pexpe C rell et X® Chr 1/3 poexpt B reli Orig 1/2 
C and D alone are constant re- 
This tells a tale of preferences. spectively in both places. 


Cf note on reps/u7ep under Luke vi. 28. 
Cf Matt. xx. 20 am avtou (pro map avtov) BD 604 (latt sah). 


XXL 2. catevavte NBCDLZ® 892 min” Orig”® Hus 1/2 (parallel Mark 
xt. 2 and Luke xix. 80 catevayts all) 
amevavte. FE rell Orig® Hus 1/2 
xxvil. 24. catevayvtt BD soli et W-H tat 

arevavtt S rell et Acta Pil 

61. xarevaytt D*! 
atevavTt NB rell 
eT Were 

Mark 


x1. 2. katevayte  fere omn (parallel Matt. xxi. 2, Luke xix. 30) 
xi. 41. avevavts BU 33 min” Dam 
Katevetioy (fam 13) 
Katevayvte ®% rell et D et Orig’ 
Xlll. 38. KaTevayTt’ omn 
Luke 
xix. 80. katevayvts —_fere omn (parallel Mark xi. 2, Matt. xxi. 2) 

I think this tells the tale, without going outside the Gospels. In 
Matt. xxi. 2 xatevayts has been borrowed from the parallels (Mark xi. 2, 
Luke xix. 30) where xatevavts stands without variation. Why should 
** Antioch” vary uselessly in Matthew? It is the group NBLZ which 
*‘accommodated.’’ The adhesion of D is nothing, for he prefers catevavtu 
~ alone at Matt. xxvii. 61 and goes with B alone at Matt. xxvii. 24, while 
Eus is to be seen using both expressions in Matt. xxi. 2. I repeat: 

Matt. 
xxi, 2. xatevavte NBCDLZ Orig 1/2 Eus 1/2 (contra reli et Orig 1/2 
Eus 1/2) 
xxvii. 24. xatevavtt BD soli (contra rell omn) 
61. xatevavtt  D solus (contra rell omn) 

These are the only occasions where the word is used in St. Matthew. 
Could there be a prettier picture that amevavts is Matthaean? In the 
only place where we have the conspiracy of NBCDLZ both Orig and Eus 
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are found to hold both readings, of which xatevavts was preferred by 
the mss. Where their testimony is absent B ventures to join D in one 
place and not in the other. D alone is consistent in all three places. 
If D be right, the others are clearly wrong in not giving us KatevayTs in 
all three places. 

But I am pretty sure that avevav7s is Matthaean, and xatevayte 
Marcan. Note again the Marcan wording: 


Mark 
xl. 2. xatevayvte all but a few scattering witnesses. 


xi. 41. xatevavte all and 69-124 (and catevwriov 138-346-556) except 
BU min? Dam arrevavte 
xill. 38. xatevayvtc all 
And note in St. Luke: 
xix. 30. xatevavte all but a few scattering witnesses. 

So that although B tries to obscure the issue again in Mark (where 
the absence of 8D shows he is wrong) he cannot do it. azevav7Ts remains 
Matthaean, and xarevavt. Marcan and Lucan. 

[In the epistles catevwmuov is the expression. Hence tuc reading 
above of part of the 13 family.] But it is just in such places that our 
tables of synoptic wording have become muddled owing to the use of the 
Westcott and Hort text. 

As to atavtaw, cvvavtaw, vTavtaw see under ‘‘ Coptic”’ at Matthew 
EY. Li. | 


Grammatical Changes : 


Of voice, of mood, of tense [and see separately for historic present], 
of case, of number, and of order. 


Change of Voice. 


Matt. 
Xl. 22. mpoonveyxay avtw dSayovifowevoy tudrov Kat Kohov B (syrr 
diatess sah boh aeth) against all Greeks and Latins: 
TpoonvexOn avTw Satpovifopevos TUpros Kat Kwhos. 

This is a most important passage, for it is uncomplicated by the 
parallel Luke xi. 14 (q.v.). It also involves a change of case. 

Hort has the temerity to place it in his text on the sole authority of 
B* and versions, against ND and all other Greeks and ail the Latins 
conjoined. Soden now adds A (6 30) and his 1444, but not Sinai 260. 

Of many minor variations in this passage and in this verse we need 
not take account here. The plain fact remains that B followed the 
versions here with the active voice, and from the form it is coptic rather 
than syr which (with ff; h) expresses “‘and they brought to him a certain 
demoniac who was dumb and blind” (syr pesh; ‘‘ blind and deaf”’ syr cw). 

The matter is in a nutshell here for any who will examine it. 
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Matt. 
xix. 20. efurata (pro edvdakayny) NBDL 1 22 Ath against the 
rest and Origen Ath®* Chr. In Mark x. 20 e@vraéa is read by 
AD 28 892 Clem Orig (the more semitic erounoa by fam 1 2° 
syr sin, as Ephr Aphr in Matthew) but edvraéaunv by XB 
rell. In Luke xviii. 21 epuvraka by NABL fam 1 Dial against 
egvrataunv D and the rest. The question may well be asked 
why syr sin uses erroinoa only in Mark, with fam 1 2° This 
Marcan recension must be further enquired into. Servavi 
is there used by vg?™® See further remarks under the head 
of “ Improvement. y 
Observe at Matt. xxvii. 57 NCD fam 1 33 273 604 Eust 17, but no 
others, change the voice of ewafnrevocev, by B and the rest, to ewabntevbn, 
probably because it follows cau avtos. 
pa@ntevm is essentially Matthaean (and only occurs elsewhere once - 
in Acts xiv. 21 paOnrevoaytes). At Matt xiii. 52 we read padntevecs, 
and at xxvill. 19 wantevoate. I only mention it to show how liberties 
are taken, even when the combination % 1 33 604 includes D. B is 
absent here from this combination and on the active side, and rightly, 
for the classical synonyms are generally used in the active voice. 
Ignatius (ad Rom § v) however: ‘Ev 8€ tots aducnpacw adtav uwaddov 
paOnrevopat* Arn ov Tapa TOOT SediKaiwmpat’”’ uses the middle. 


Change of Mood. 


Xil. 36. 0 ANaAncovcly (prooeayv AaXnowow) NB (and D do Xaroucw) 
against the rest and L and Orig. (See further under ‘‘ Traces 
of Syriac.’’) ; 


Change of Participle Tense: aorist for present. 


xii. 18. o7veipavtos (pro omepovros) N*BXW® 33 213 Sod*:* Hust 4 
soli [seminantis latt copt (syr), D rell o7retpovtos | 
24, omrepayte (pro ometpovts) NBMXWAITI min alig latt pl et 
-verss [sed seminanti d h k 6 vg® et rell gr et D| 
It looks as if while ovepavre may be right in xiii. 24 that 
oreipovTt is right in xiii. 18 and that NBXW® there are merely trying 
to equate the two passages, which should not equate but differ 
slightly. 

‘Xi, 23, cvmess (pro cvviwv) NBD*b 238 892 Sod™ Orig. This 
appears very deliberate, as much for the sake of euphony 
with o7rapets perhaps or for contradistinction of the pair 
akxovov..cvviwv as for anything else:..oa7apeis ovtos eatw o 
Tov Aoyov akovwey Kat cues. They do not write suves but 
cuves SO that apparently the present participle is intended 

D 
/ 
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an but in a different form. But see Rom. iii. 11 where curr is 
accepted by all. 
Observe however B at Luke xxiv. 45 alone writing cvvewax (aor. inf.) 
for cvvievat. (W ovveevat.) 
Xxili. 17. 0 ayiacas (pro o ayatov) NBDZ 892 d (d no doubt 
following his Gk, because all other Latins are against d). 
No cursives appear to join NBDZ besides 892, and sah 
boh arm aeth with the Latin appear to be against the 
change. I believe o ayacas to be an ‘improvement,’ 
followed however by Soden as well as Hort. The place, 
however, should be considered in connection with: 

21. Katotxovvte (pro Katoiuxnoavtt) NBHS® fam 1 fam 13 ete. 
txt. recept. latt copt et verss vid. Here CDLZTAII al une’ 
oppose with xatoixnoavtt, as do W2W and as does 892. — 

Here the versions reverse their position and go with NB. One’s 
preference would be against NB in xxiii. 17 and with them in xxii. 21 
where they hold the textus receptus. J 

Hort has a very unsatisfactory solution, for he places ayacas in his 
text verse 17 without marginal comment, while in verse 21 against 
xatotxouvtt he has in his margin xatotxnoavts, so there seems to have 


been no system, unless D was considered an absolute balancing factor. 
Soden has ayiacas and xatoixnoavte. 


As to Infinitive. 


Interchange of present and aorist infinitive and imperative. 
Examples : 


xii. 10. Oeparevoat NDLW 


Beatheent ime ea where N and B are on different sides. 


Xill. 3. o7respae SDLMXW minn aliq 
OT ELpEW B rell 
xvi. 21. Sevxvuvae B*! cum Origs™*! [Soden adds nothing] 
Seukvvew N rell et Origs*re 
XXlli. 23. adevvas NBL xt 7pe 
adpvevat CD rell omn 


As to infinitive tenses cf Orig Hus ad Matt xxiii. 87 emovvatas 
(pro erurvvayayew) and cf Lue. 


Imperative. 
v. 42. S05 NBDW fam 13 [non 346] 892 Sod": 2° Clem 
d1d0u plur 
xix. 17. tTypev BD soli et W-H tat (rnpn 2°) 


TNPNTOV NCL rell 
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Matt. 


So at xxii. 17. exrov LZ 33 


xvi. 17. ev7rov NL Orig against «wre NB rell 
€LTre B rell Cyr Bas and xxiv. 38. ewrov. I, 1 33 
against ere NB rell 
XXi. 2. ropeveobe NBDLZ3I min Orig Eus Chr 
mopevOnte C rell 


Change of Case. 
Genitive Absolute. 


Vili. 1. xataBavtos de avtov (pro cataBavtt Se avtw) BC(Z)W Sod 
and X> 892 min aliqg W-H & Sod tat 

As this is the first case to be noticed, it should be observed most 
carefully that N**does not do this here. So that N opposes B at 
the very outset of a series in ch. vill. as to what is, I am convinced, 
1 deliberate change. The point is that, as Burgon expressed it,t writing 
upon ‘‘style’’: “‘ The attentive reader of 8. Matthew’s Gospel is aware 
that a mode of expression which is six times repeated in his viii® and 
xt chapters is perhaps only once met with besides in his Gospel,— 
viz. in his xxi** chapter.” Burgon referred to vill. 1 «ataBavte auto, 
Vili. 5 evoeNOovts Tw I., vill. 23 euBavtTe avtw, vill. 28 eAOovTs avta, ix. 27 
cat TapayovTt Tw I., ix. 28 eos de, xxi. 23 Kat ENMovTL avTw., 

Now as B does not change all these datives, it might be thought 
that ‘‘ Antioch”’ for some reason had made a harmonious whole and 
furned some genitives into datives in the supposed revision. It is just 
here that N offers its important testimony, for N does not use the 
senitive on the first occasion, thereby showing that it was Egypt which 
revised some of St. Matthew’s datives, and not Antioch which cancelled 
some genitives. See further remarks under this head in St. Luke and 
St. John. 

The second case occurs four verses later, at :— 

viii. 5. esaeAOovtos Se avrov NBCZ 892 min aliq W-H & Sod txt 
(Orig escedOovtos Tov Kuptov) 


but esedOovtse S€ avTw all the rest 
— vili, 28. Kat eXOovtos avTou BC et N° ® Sod et Sod* 892 min 
“pauc (kat eovtwr avtwv &*) 
Kat eNOovTt avTw all the rest 


Xx. 23. xat eNovtos avtou NBCDL® 1 fam 13 83 604° 892 
Sod’ [non al.| Orig bis W-H & Sod txt 
Kat €eNOovTt avTw the rest 
What is this but a Greek ‘‘ improvement”? The small limited group 
speaks for itself. 


+ ‘Last twelve verses of St. Mark,’ p. 141. 
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It is noteworthy that avtw didacKxovts remains unchanged later in 
the verse (although some Latins and Syr omit ddacKovts, expressed by 
the other Latins ad ewm docentem) so that the dative absolute rather 
hangs together throughout: kas eXOovTs avTw els To Lepov mpoondOov 
auTw@ OLdacKoVTL... 

See beyond in the other Gospels as to Genitive Absolute, where we 
find the same revision to the Genitive in St. Mark, but nothing of the 
kind in St. Luke and St. John, because there were no datives to revise ! 


Kind of Accusative Absolute (involving Change of Order). 
Matt. 
xxvl. 40. L alone [| Soden adds no others | changes evpev avtous KaevdovTas 
to EUPEV KaQdevoovtas QAUTOUS 
Observe in the parallel in Luke xxii. 45 NBDLTW do the same: 
evpev KOLU@mEVOUS avTovs instead of evpey avTovs Koy. Observe 
further that T is a graeco-sahidic, and therefore this Greek is contrary to 
coptic order. Note that d (alone of Latins) follows with dormientes eos, t 
and note that in Matt. xxvi. 48, Mark xiv. 37 40 no change is made in the 
order, and it becomes a personal matter where the change is made. 
To this add: 3 
xvii. 25. Among a tremendous variety of readings distributed over the 
“clever”? Mss, the usual reading ote evonAGev by the mass of 
Greeks is confirmed by the versions, but where D d bn use a 
dative (absolute) evcedovt., and 33 a genitive abs. e\@ovtwv 
avrwov, and Sod” fam 13 ewedOovtwy, and a is content with 
intrantes, % and B use an accusative, N* evreAOovta ess THY 
otk., BN 1 892 edXOovta evs ox. In view of the immense 
variety of expressions [see under ‘‘ Differences between NS and 
_ 8B”) it must fairly be admitted that NB are improvising. 
Now note: 
xxvi. 71, where NBLZ 892 min pauc do not care for an acc. absolute, 
for they suppress avrov in e&eXOovta Se avtov, the reading 
of nearly all others. D® Hust 17 have e&eOovtos de avtov (d 
latin wanting) and the Latins mostly favour exewnte autem 
illo, but an “egressus.”” As to b r they actually give us a 
Latin acc. absolute ‘“‘exeuntem autem illum,” #2 as printed 
‘“‘exeunte autem illum,” g, “‘ exeuntem illo.” 
W confirms efeA@ovra Se avtov, and from the Latin testimony it looks 
as if avrov had been suppressed by NBLZ. 


+ As if ‘‘ dormientibus illis invenit eos.” 

But not elsewhere in the other four passages (Matt. and Mark), so that, as I have 
often thought throughout the study of Luke, the conjunction of D with NBL has a different 
significance in this Gospel to what it has elsewhere. It is not “‘ Western”’ agreeing with 
NBL, but NBLD in St. Luke’s Gospel the outcome of some eommon text tradition. 


wo 
x 
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Change of Case. 
fatt. 
x. 16. evs To wecov Xuewy B (for ev tw pecw AvKwr) ff, k vg® (Lucif). 
This is clear ‘‘improvement”’ after avooteAXw vyas. Cf also 
Matt. xxvii. 5. (Note D*! at Luke x. 3 pecov duKov). 

25. Tw otxodeotroTn and Tors oixtaxots B* alone (pro tov o1xodeotroTHy 
and tous o:xtaxovs) (governed by evexadecar) ; common text is 
exadecav, but nearly all authorities are for evexad. emrixadhew 
would seem to favour a dative, while xaXew (except in middle) 
takes accusative. Lachmann and W-H mg follow B. 

xiv. 19. emu tov yopto NBC*IWS® Sod 1 22 33.al” Origu™'* 
W-H Sod txt 
emt Tov yoptov LD 16 61 892 latt sah boh pl aeth arm (syr cw) 
emt Tous yoptovs C?E rell unc omn min pl [non verss praeter 
boh® syr sin ? | 
ere THY (TS) ynv (yns)  boh* syr pesh 
€Tl TOU YOPTOUS Sic L (cf Exar nexoptoc sah) 

Whether “herbage” plural or ‘‘grass”’ singular is original cannot 
oe determined. I incline to the reading of D, regarding the genitive after 
su here as an ‘‘improvement”’ of NB Origen. 

The foregoing is more important than it seems, for very close after 
yecurs another case which I think illustrates the matter perfectly, and 
ixes the authorship of both changes as that of Origen. 

xiv. 25. ere tnv Gadkaccay NBPT°WA@® Sod? 1 [non 118-209] 
fam 13 22 238 Sod" Orig, 
emt TnS Oadkacons CD rell Luss 

Observe this is a change in inverse ratio to the last. The genitive of 
rest-—(we can almost see Origen at work)—belongs to ézi tod yoprov in 
ver 19, but the accusative of motion belongs to émi tv Oddaccayr in ver 25. 
Tisch emphasises our point for us by saying of Origen “ praeterea notat : 
U yeypaTTaL’ NUE Tpos avTOUS TEpLTaTwWY ETL TA KUMATA, AA ETL Ta VOaTA.”’ 
Clearly then Origen employed the accusative after ev here as of motion 
yn or over the waters, and the accusative must be an emendation for the 
poor fisherfolk’s Greek genitive. 

It is true that in the next verse 26 NBCD(T") have cdovtes avtov ere Ts 
Jaracons TepiTatouvta and not ems THv Oar. repirr. as the rest, but I doubt 
whether this affects my contention, as ‘“‘ they saw him on the sea.. 
walking.’ Besides it is a delicate point as to the exact case which ez 
should govern here. 

My point seems well taken, because a little further on N gets an 
opportunity and avails of it (xvi. 19) to exhibit the difference between 
Snaons emt TS yns, Which he leaves unchanged, and Avons ere THS YNS, 
which latter he changes to Avons ert THY YY. 

But these little things were done in passing, because at xviii. 18 
Avante ere THs yns (following Snonrte ere Tys ys) is left unchanged by N. 
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Matt. 
XKiVvewloe 


MAVIN 4; 


xxvil. 43. 


Vie 


32. 


[xi. 28. 
it. 4: 


ox 


xlil. 


16. 


[xvii. 2. 


XVilw o4, 
9.8. 4'-e Cae 


XXVl. 31, 


xxvii. 52. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


See p. 67. Nothing further occurs until 


where NBDM®©® fam 1 (118 hesitans) fam 13 [non 124] 106 


301 604 et Hust*e™ prefer ext tns kepadns for ere tyhv Keparyv 
of the rest and Basil. In Mark xiv. 3 a partitive genitive is 
used xateyeev avtou THs Kehadns (—e7v). Perhaps the Marcan 
diction influenced NBD in Matthew. The presence of ten 
Lectionaries and but few cursives lends some emphasis. 
merroev ert to Oew B 213 alone for zrez. emt Tov Geov with 
latt®! [nonce d f g, vg?®®] with Hus 1/2 and Juvencus. Apart 
from possible Latin sympathy, it would seem to be the most 
delicate appreciation among Greeks of the alternative case to 
use after a certain shade of meaning of the verb. I class it here 
and under Latin, as well as under solecisms of B. Observe Hus is 
on both sides. Hort put tw Oem in his margin. 


Change of Number. 


See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 


. av€avovow and KoTiwow and vyPovew NB Sod” fam 1 4 33 


273 Sod"* Ath copt et verss for avEave .. xoTia . . vnbex (after 
Ta Kpwva Tov aypov) of all the rest. Soden txt plural as well as 
Hort. 

emiCntovow (pro emignter) after ta Orn NB min pauc copt 
contra rell. We have to assume that all others strove for im- 
provement by writing the verb singular, or that NB thought 
it best to employ the plural. Soden txt plural like Hort. 
ewewwev (pro ewetvav) see under “ Syriac.” | 

(Improvement) e¢ayov for epayey NB 08. W-H not Sod. This 
follows e/oAAGev, but is accommodated to the previous verse 
3 ovk aveyvwte TL eTrounce AGS ott erewvacev (avTOS) Kat OL MET 


avtov. Obs. here that the coptics oppose NB and have efayev. - 


. efaveteidav (pro eEaveretkev) B only with vg and some latins 


“‘exorta sunt” (and k fructicaverunt) and coptic. 
axovovew (pro axovet) following wta (to accord with Pretrovew, 
following however of@aryor) NBCDMX¥ al Bie latt contra 
unc” al. pl. 

L (and HUY) change eyevero following wuatia avtov to eryevovTo. 
Not so D (although d is facta sunt) nor B rell. It is 
mentioned to show the tendency as represented by L. | 
See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
cuvayOnoovtat (pro ovvaxOncetat) as to mavta ta cOvy 
NBDGKLUI ail. 
SiacKopricOncovtat (pro -ceTat) as to Ta TpoBata 
NABCGH*ILM al. copt Orig 1/2 
mepOncav Co nyep9n) as to Toda copata by NBDGL [non 
W |] min perpauc copt Orig Eus (avectnoay Cyr) seems clearly 
Egyptian. 
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{The singular verb after neuter pl. is not unusual in N.T. Greek. 
Cf Matt xiii. 4 catefayer all as to ta meTewa, although some have Gor. 
The Latins and d all venerwnt and comederwnt incl. d agst D* 
mGov .. xatepayev. The cases mentioned above trace to the ‘version 
influence”? and predominantly to the coptic, which favours the plural 
after these neuters. But observe that W avoids all this. | 

The point here raised seems to me to be of a good deal of importance 
and quite interesting. At first sight the narrow view may be that 
these few Egyptian Mss, representing as Hort might have said ‘the 
watchful scholars of Alexandria,” are preserving “the true text”? with 
their plural verbs, and that ‘‘ Antioch,” in a purist mood, changed them 
to the singular after the neuter plurals. To do this ‘‘ Antioch”’ would 
have had to forget the versions ringing in its ears, and have outdone 
Alexandria in an affectation of purism in its Greek. Since the 
Egyptian practice however, as represented by the Copts, is to employ the 
verb in the plural number in such cases, it is more likely that these few 
Egyptian mss (plus some others in certain of the cases) displaced the 
singular in the Greek from an innate habit in such cases. It would not 
merit so much attention if we did not find these mss habitually revising 
throughout. But as we do, and as we shall prove this in these pages, I 
consider the probabilities are that the singular number employed by the 
“traditional” text is the correct base and was modified in Egypt, owing 
to the ‘version tradition.””’ The cases at vi. 28, 32 and xiii. 5 (B alone) 
are to be considered more especially in this connection. 


Change of Order. 

Matt. . 

vi. 33. > Kav tTyv Sixalocurny Kat THY Bactievav avTou B alone 

xi. 9. >mpodpntny ew for we mpodytnv; N*BZW 892 Sod™® Orig 

26. > evdoxia evyeveTo NBW Sod? 1-33 892 k (copt) Sod tat 

xii. 44. > ets Tov ovxov pov eriotpepwo NBDZ 733 892 aecth against 

reli and all other versions. Sod txt follows NB. 

Xill. 39. > 0 de exOpos ect 0 oTretpas avta o duaBodos _B alone 

ectw alone occupies this position in B. He may have 
hesitated as to omission of avta, or of ey@pos as some. 

xiv. 18. > depete prot we avtous (pro depete pot avtous woe) NBZ 
33 vg? only. This is a small matter but an almost impossible 
order, and against sah and (bol). wéde is omitted (and the 
“neutral” text me judice is without it) by Dd 1 boh alig 
syr cu sin it?! [the vulgates vary the order tremendously | 
vg* No doubt it was added in the margin of the parents 
of NBZ and found its way into the wrong place in the 
text. Soden however follows Hort and NBZ. 


40 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 
Matt. 
Xvi. 21, > ore dev avtov evs Jepocodupaarenbew NBD 1 fam 1333 157 


ys e Orig Iren™ Hil (for ots Se avtov amreNOew ets lepoo.). The 
change savours of improvement but Soden likes and adopts it. 

Xvll. 4. >oxnvas tpes Be (ef Luc ix. 33) W-H marg. 

xix. 16. >mpocedOwv auto evrev (pro tpoced Oar evrrev avtw) NB Sod°® 

fam 13 157 892 Sod™** (et tat) e f sah arm aeth Chr Auct? imp 
(Just) against the rest and syr. This involves a change in 
the sense. Boh and Old Latins a b ¢ g h q complete with 
TpoceNOwy AUT ELTTEV AUTH. 

It is rather indeterminate, for while Justin®?®™ says mpocedOovtos avT@ 
Twos Kat evrovTos, in Trypho he says Neyovtos avtw twos (Clem™™ and — 
Marcos"*" are indeterminate). 

XX. 28. >ev Tn avactaces ow NBDL fam 1 fam 13 2° (Sod) 604 
Sods boh syr (om ouv syr sin) for ev tn ovy avactacet 
of nearly all other Greeks and sah. Soden follows Hort 
and NBDL. 

Tt seems to bea sheer improvement. D joins probably because 
d had it with the other Latins, who had already changed the 
order when translating, as syr pesh (but syr sim omits). What 
reason on earth could there be for poor ‘‘ Antioch” to change 
to ev Tn ovy avactacet ? 
40. (involving change of number) A most important place: 

€v TavTals Tals dvow evTorats oros (om NI syr diatess copty) 
0 voMos >KpemaTal Kat or Tpodntac NBDLZY 83 892 (pro 
ev TavT. T. Oval EVT. OOS O VOMOS >KaL OL TpoPNTal KPEMAVTAL 
W® unc rell min et fam 1 13 604 2?° omn) 

The change is very old but still looks like “improvement.” With 
NBDLZ> 33 892 are ranged the Latins including Ter#'%™ with syrr [but 
diatess ‘are hung the law and the prophets,” as aeth'™ “ pendent tota 
lex et prophetae’’; notice the order], while for W® and the mass, 
including all the important cursives (but 83 892) are to be added sah boh 
very distinctly—sah: ‘‘The law and the prophets are hanging on these 
two commandments,” boh: “On these commandments two the law with 
the prophets were hung ’’—together with Clem”® (ev rovtw odos 0 vomos Kat 
ov Tpodyntat KpewavTat, and: ev TavTais NeyeEl Tals EVTOALS ONOV TOV VOMOY Kat 
Tous Tpodytas KpeuacOa Te Kar eEnptnoOar), also Orig 1/5 and Orig***. 
Basil is on both sides. Thus it is by no means certain that NB are 
right. Their great allies the sah and boh desert them,t and I prefer the 
harder reading of W. (Soden txt follows Hort and NB etc.) 

xxiv. 44, >7 ov Soxevte wpa (pro n wpa ov doxeite) NBDI 604 892 d vg 
boh Ath contra rell 

It is a little suspicious for Ath joins, and Li says » wpa 7 ov 
doxevte, not going with NB, but Sod follows Hort and NBDI. 


{ Plainly then neither sah nor boh used N or B. 


B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 41 


Matt. 
XXvl. 36. > exe. mpocevEwmpmar (pro mpocev€. exer) NBDL fam 69 [non 


124|t 33 157 892 Sod® et tatabedf frhqr sah boh Orig™ 
(fi gi-2 aeth illue et orem). This is a place where with a 
good many others (not noticed) copt and lat together support 
NB. Read exes ev£ouar 604 [non —; corrige ed.| after the 
Egyptian form. 
Thus at xxvi. 39 mpoedOwy (for mpooeAwv) BMII* are supported by 
Latin ‘ progressus”’ (d only accedens) and sah boh very distinctly also 
support mpoceAdwv. 


Historic Present. 


“Tt will be seen in the following lists that the ‘ historic present’ is 
very frequent in Mark’s narrative, comparatively rare in Matthew’s, and 
extremely rare in Luke’s..... Nowif (as we see was probably the case 
in other matters) Matthew and Luke made this change of phraseology 
from Mark, they were only preferring a more usual to a less usual mode 
of expression. For it appears from the LXX that the employment of 
the historic present had been up to this time by no means common with 
the writers of the sacred story in the Kov} or Hellenistic Greek... 
And Dr. J. H. Moulton says that it is common in the papyri.” (‘ Hore 
Synoptice,’ Hawkins, pp. 143/4.) 

It follows from this that St. Matthew and St. Luke changed the 
historic present of St. Mark’s source if that source was a written one 
and the one from which they drew. Or that they found in their “Q”’ 
few historic presents, or if they found them that they changed them.t 

Then, later, the papyri show us, and Alexandrian second and third 
century writers bear this out, that the historic present, and especially the 
imperfect, came into vogue. Hence the changes in this direction found 
in 8 and B in Matthew, Luke and John (cf. Matt xiv. 19 xerever Orig 2/8). 

If one consults Tischendorf at Apoc. xii. 13 as to eduwfev, we read in 
his note: “N° e&ediw£ev (N* corrupte edwxev).”’ But it is nothing of the 
sort. edm«xev is corrupte for edvwxev. I found this confirmed by the full 
commentary of Oecumenius in Apoc 146 (Messina®*) where the imperfect 
stands in his text and is repeated three times over in his commentary. 
_ Gagas’ latin also gives the imperfect. I mention this in an introductory 
manner, because the text of Oecumenius’ Ms of the Apoc. is thoroughly 
Alexandrian and unites the base of N and A, and this (unpublished) 
passage gives us a true picture of Alexandrian usage. See niy article on 
Oecumenius in American Journ. of Philology, Oct. 1913. ; 


t+ Hiat 13; mpocevéopar kaxer 124. Om exer 4.2°° arm syr. 

t This ‘“ Q”’ business seems to me to lack a proper foundation. St. Luke’s language 
is so utterly his own that he could hardly have used any other written source than notes 
prepared for his own use. Consult Dr. Hobart’s work on the ‘ Medical Language of 
St. Luke,’ Dublin, 1882. Every page of St. Luke’s Gospel is saturated with his own way 
of expressing matters, now expanding, now contracting the narrative, but ever with a 
method, a manner and a diction which are personal, - 
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Matt. 
uty 28. Aeyouow (pro evrrov) NBCD 388 (Sod) 157 892 Sod? 
latt pl (against rell and f ff; q sah boh arm aeth) 

How come NB to desert coptic here? The authorities do not agree 
about this verse, for B drops the dovAc so as to make a pair o de edn 
auTows . . ot d€ Aeyoucw avTw, and BC write avtw Aeyovow while ND 
Aeyouow avtw; and edn at the beginning is changed to the present 
by the Latins ait. Cf the next verse dyow or reyes NBC latt (all 
varying among themselves) against edn and evrev of the majority. Cf also 
long quotation from Hpiph™" in Tisch. showing some interesting 
variations. (—avtw Sod! cum pers). 

xill. 52. reyes (pro evrev) B**DJ 892 Sod’? 4 ug tt 

But this is more than a historic present (Aeyovo.vy avtw vat * Aeyer 
autos...) to conform to the Aeyovow preceding, for it shows that when 
reyes follows Aeyovow thus, B°” does not object as the historic present is 
maintained, while elsewhere to avoid tautology (see under “‘ Improvement ”’ 
Matt. xii. 48, Luke ix. 21) Xeyovte is substituted for evrovre following 
€LTTEV. 

We shall see much more later on of the historic imperfect favoured 
by the Alexandrian school and B. An illustration offers at Matt. ix. 9 
of N (who also elsewhere prefers this) deliberately siding with D 21 892 
d alone of all authorities (+ Sod" et Sod tat!) for nxoXovGer here instead 
of nxoNovOncev, which should be noted, as it opposes all other Greeks, and 
all Latins (but d) and both coptics. 

In the very next verse but one (ix. 11) NBCLW 892 al*"4 prefer 
eheyov with many latins to evroy against the rest and d k copt. Soden txt 
does not adopt edeyov although his same new MSS as in ix.9do so. Again 

ix. 19. neodovber NCD 33 Sod" (non tat) latt™; nrorovOncev B rell 

copt f k 
23. They prefer this historic imp. even above the historic present, 
having here edeyey NBD 892 it?! bok, against dixit c g, h 

k sah syr Sod? exrev, and Aeyee CW unc gr mult 

The same applies to ix. 830 where NB* fam 1 22 892 (those faithful 
adherents, see at vi. 5, 18) Sod!" et txt prefer eve8piunOy to eveBpiyunoato 
of all the rest and versions (but comminabatur by aethn* Walton) | 

xv. 25. mpocexuves (pro mpocexuvncev) N*BDM 1 fam 13 33 al. tat 
rec Orig be d ffi fiz k boh™"’ (sah adorans) 

This is against all other uncials and W for rpocexvvycev including boh. 
(At xv. 31 B has edo&acay with most, but NL min* and Latin have 

edoéatov. I mention it because k* not content with clarifica- 
bant actually has clarificant.) 
xv. 36. ed:d0u (pro edwxer) NBD 1 fam 13 33 157 892 d Chr Thdor™”s schol 

This against the other Greeks, all other Latins and versions. Why 
should the ‘‘ Antioch” revision have constantly cancelled the historic 
imperfect? Far more likely that NB made the changes. A scholion 
is always a dangerous adherent for them, as here. We would surely 
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find a trace of dabat ina or e or k if legitimate. This remark is the 
more apposite because immediately afterwards at xv. 87 B alone with D 
and nearly all Latins has an important change of order which is clearly | 
influenced by the Latin. (edvdou xv. 36, Sod’? only new witness, but also 
Sod tat). 
Matt. 
xvii. 20. o de Aeyer (pro o Se evxrev) NBD 1 fam 18 33 it?! syr et Sod 
; txt contra C rell gr et a f gon q copt. 
Xvili. 25. eyes (pro evyev) Not content here with eyev and habebat. of 
all Latins, B with only Sod 1 56 58 124 Sod! Orig 1/2 
makes a deliberate change to the present. 
xix. 21. XNeyes (pro egy) B Sod’ and fam 13 only of Greeks, with Jatt. 
xxi. 13. This is a very important place (following xxi. 1/12 where the 
synoptic influences are all at work). NBL 124 [contra fam] 
892 with boh aeth* Orig 2/4 and Eus (and only these + Sod')~ 
read zrovecre, making an historic present of it, ‘‘ but ye make it 
a den of thieves.’’ 604 avoids it and against it are the mass 
including DW with ezoujocate as Basil (and St. Luke), and 
1 Justin Orig 2/4 werounxate (as St. Mark) and as latt ‘‘fecistis”’ 
with sah arm and Iren™. But Soden txt prints zrovecte. 

Now the reason for the change by Orig 2/4 and Hus with boh aeth 
and only NBL 124 892 to wovevre appears most subtle. It would make 
three various readings in Matt. Mark and Luke instead of two (= one, 
because aorist = perfect). In Jeremiah vii. 11 no verb is used, the verb 
appearing in verse10. Thus10 fin: To wn wove wavta ta Poder, TavTa CONn- 
tinuing (11) wn orndawy AnoTwr, So that, as ‘To wy move” is used, there 
seemed liberty here in Alexandria to employ the favorite historic present. 

xxl. 43. Observe a place emphasising the historic present [which 
here stands unchanged by all] for after da Tovro Neyo. vy 
NB Sod 28 64 118-209 243 2P¢ 604 892 Sod’$ *4! Hust septem 
with Arnob omit ot. Here boh sah [except boh™] retain 
the usual introductory xe, as also syr and lat. This matter 
is omitted in Tisch N.T., but supplied in ‘ Emendanda.’ 

Nors. —I dare not extend this essay to cover peculiarities of other MSS. 
Yet note that the historic present is favoured by L alone even when the 
others do not use it, e.g. xxil. 4 amooteAXee pro ameoteviev Li only, 
although leaving amecre:Ney in ver 8 [Iren vers 3 “et mittenti”’; Hil. 
ver 4 “qui vero iterum cum preceptorum conditione mittuntur”]. L of 
course is close to the “family ’’ NB, and observe soon after that L Orig 
Iren*™ are alone in omitting avrov at xxii. 6, so that the text is “old” 
enough for azocreAXee in ver 4 to attract attention. Origen, as I have 
said before, is no fair representative of any pure text, for hereabouts he 
goes jumping about in his preferences, using ave:Nev at xxii. 7 (and 
deliberately, for he repeats avaipovou [observe the tense] soon after) with 
fam 1 22 against ar@decey of NB rell. Again, ver 8 he omits eotuy 

with Chr Dam and AX only and Sod", - an 
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I may also call attention to the use by NS alone at xxvi. 21 of Aeryeu 
for evev of our Lord’s opening speech at the last supper. 

And as bearing on the freedom with which such matters were handled 
in the time of Tatian, we notice that when quoting St. John 1. 5 (contra 
Graecos) instead of saying Kal % oxotia avto ob katérxaBevr, Tatian 
Says : Kal TovTO €oTLv dpa TO eipnuévov* ) cKoTLa TO Pas OV KaTANaMPaveEL. 

Next we will consider Harmonistic Readings, and finally General 
Improvement. 


Harmonistic Omissions. 
Matt. 

xx. 16) The final clause wodXor yap evou KANTOL oAuyou Se EKAEKTOL 18 
removed by NBLZ 36 892 sah boh (some aeth Mss, not 
Walton), but only by these, as being an importation from 
xxii, 14. But Orig”* witnesses for it at this place (besides 
thrice at xxii. 14). The Latins are a unit with all the Syriacs 
(both cw and sin being extant here at xx. 16) for the clause, 
not even e or ff or 7, joining what I must regard only as an 
‘“Heyptian”’ conspiracy, and so I enter this also under 
“Coptic.” It is not a question, I am sure, of the coptics 
sharing an underlying text of NBLZ, for D is against them 
and W and all the rest, nor do the sympathising cursives join 
NB, not even 33, which here keeps with its great friend 
Origen. Here then our xrx century restoration did not give 
us even Origen’s Greek Testament, and Hort accuses him 
e silentio of having failed to report the ‘‘shorter”’ text here. 
But Hort had doubts, for he puts the disputed clause in the 
margin. Not so Soden, who simply excludes (with *? **° #), 

A light is thrown on the proceeding (but we do not observe these 
things contextually as we should) for at the beginning of the next verse 
B and 1 alone of Gks, with san BoH and Orig (only 2/3), write wedrov 
de avaBawew for xa avaBawev against % and the rest. Thus if the 
text were basic in xx. 16 jin for the “ non-interpolation,” why should N 
desert B here? It must be because B was following sah. 

Again (same verse xx. 17) tous dwdexa (—pabntas) is read by NLZ 
and D 1 892 with boh, but sah joins B in writing tous dwdexa pwabntas 
(+avtov sah 1/2), so that sah and B are very close here. As to an 
underlying text, it is N (or syr cw sin tous dwdexa avtov) which preserve 
it, for Orig (quater) goes with N against B here. Besides N gives us the 
syr base in the next verse xx. 18 evs Oavarov with boh?! pers for ev Pavatw 
(which B aeth omit). 

xxl. 80. —rov @eov BD fam 1 and all latt vett (but J gio l) syr eu sin 
sah arm and Orig, but probably because of Mark xii. 25. 

xxiii. 838. —epnyos fin. Only BL fz syr S boh (some) and sah 3/4. The 

group clearly belongs together, except perhaps sy7 5. Origen 

opposes (except Orig™S semel) and Clem arm aeth Eus Cyr 


B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 45 

or Tren** Cypr have it. What is this but a harmonistic 
‘shorter’? text based on the omission in Luke (xii. 35)?- 

Many add epyyos in Luke, but there it would seem that the 

evidence for the ‘‘shorter text”? is ‘‘ overwhelming.” Soden 

does not adduce a single new witness for omission in Matthew. 


Harmonistic Additions. 


vi. 22. +cov (post opOarmos prim.) B 372 it! vg’ aeth Orig ex 
Luc xi. 34 against S and the rest. 
vill. 9. +Taccopevos (post eyus uo e€ovciav) NB 4 238 273 372 421 
q*** (observe the extraordinary comment these six utterly diverse 
cursives offer on the situation, for it is not fam 1 or fam 13 
or even 22 or 28, still less 157 or 33 or 892, which add with 
NB; such a point is quite lost by Soden who neglects the. 
cursives previously reported, naming only 273 372) boh (sah) 
latt multi Chr (semel!), against all the rest ; comes from Luke 
vii. 8. (The excuse for the Latin [but f fi 1 vgg"! Hier 
and some others do not add] is that the Latin swb potestate 
is rather bare without the addition of constitwtus.) 
xv. 38. +as (ante tetpaxicxyirw0r) B (SN) Sod? 1 fam 13 22 33 157 
Sod®"° ff, (sah) arm aeth (ex Marc viii. 9) Sod outdoes W-H 
(marg) adding txt outright. 

NS seems to have been perplexed, for he and boh only omit in Mark, 
while in Matthew he has a change of order alone where he adds [and 
Tisch neglects to accept his witness there by error]. 

xxiv. 86. +ovde 0 wos N**PBDd 13-124 28 86 Sod geth arm 
it” syr hier [non sin pesh | 

This must come from Mark xiii. 32 where practically all have it. 
I do not wish to discuss this as it borders on another province of criticism, 
merely pointing out that NB on occasion can add (when it suits them) 
as well as omit. May I ask why other authorities ‘omit’ here in 
Matthew while retaining in Mark ? 

The O.L. here is very closely related to the Diatess which quotes 
from Mark xiii. 32, beginning a new paragraph at § xli. 32 and running 
Mark xii. 32/37 straight on. 


Harmonistic Changes. 
Matt. 


x. 13. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” i 
xiv. 5. eves (pro ott) 3B alone with 604 (ered NEM) Cf. xxi. 46 
for the parallel under consideration. 

Xvi. 20. ewetysenoey B*D W-H"' de syr cu against the rest and Orig 
(ex Marc et Luc). Soden adduces no new witnesses and excludes. 

xviii, 6. (improvement) eps tov tpayndov only NBLZ SM 28 157 ys 
Sod" [non tat] Orig 1/2 Bas Cyr (= Marc ix. 42, Luc xvii. 2). 

The Latins here (even e) in Matt have in (against circa Mark, 
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Luke) with most Greeks including 1 13 22 Orig 1/2, while 
only DU d have ez. 
Orig 1/2 is exceedingly suspicious, and why should zrepz be 


changed if original ? 
Matt. 
xix. 24. tpnuatos N*B Orig 1/3 (Orig 1/3 tpvparvas cum plur, 
Orig 1/3 tpu7ns) 
Mark 


x. 25. tpnwatos N* sol (Rell tpvpadias et Bt; al. tpurnparos) 


Luke 
xvill. 25. tpnuatos NBD 49 (tpurnpatos LR 157 pauc, tpuparsas plur) 


Thus ® is the only one who did not get tired of turning his pages 
backward and forward and who is consistent throughout. 

(Clem, like Orig, varies: dca Tns Tpupadsas THs Benr., Sia Tenuatos padidos, 
dva TpuTnpatos Ber., and fourthly simply dva Bedovns.) 

This is a place where we must call in outside assistance to settle a 
textual difficulty, and the matter appears quite simple. 

St. Matthew doubtless wrote dca tpurnpatos padidos, 

St. Mark ~ 5, Ota (THs) TpUparvas (TNS) padzdos, 

St. Luke 5, Ola Tpnwatos Bedovns. 

We find NB ehaneine St. Matthew’s tpumnuatos to St. Luke’s 
Tpnwatos, but retaining St. Matthew’s pad¢idos. We find N changing 
St. Mark’s tpuvparias to St. Luke’s tpnuartos, while retaining the padidos 
belonging jointly to St. Matthew and St. Mark, which however fam 13 
changes to Bedovns in Mark, as rudely Clem, who mixes up the passages. 

Then we find that while NBD give us correctly tpywatos BedXovns in 
St. Luke, the others harmonise there by writing, incorrectly, tpurnuatos 
of Matthew or tpvwadias of Mark, and many padidos for Bedovns. 

I say ‘‘incorrectly’’ because the wording 6va tpynywatos Bedovns 
harmonises so beautifully with other medical diction of St. Luke that it 
is hardly possible to challenge the reading of NBD(L) here. I quote from 
Dr. Hobart, ‘ Medical Language of St. Luke,’ Dublin 1882, p. 60: ‘‘ The 
words used by St. Luke are those which a medical man would naturally 
employ, for Bedovn was the surgical needle, and tphya the great medical 
word for a perforation of any kind. But still further, we meet with 
the same expression in Galen: @aavtas S& Kal ote papa Tod dvatprjpatos 
THs Berdovns Sinpnuévoy Evexa Tod cuvayew AddHdOLS Tor TA popta TOD 
dvatetunpévov c@patos. And to express the puncture made by the needle: 
dua tod Kata tHhv Bedovnv tpnuatos. Tphwa, peculiar to St. Luke, in 
medical language was applied to all perforations in the body, e.g. in 
the ears, nostrils, vertebrae, the sockets of the teeth, &c.” Dr. Hobart 
adds seventeen other quotations from Hippocrates and Galen illustrating 
this. 

The question thus seems very simple and reduces itself to the fact 
that % harmonised all three passages by employing St. Luke’s tpypatos 


{ The reading of B* is uncertain, but not rpyparos. 


B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 47 


everywhere, that B did this in Matthew but not in Mark, while the 
others, who correctly report Matthew and Mark, go wrong in Luke and 
harmonise wrongly there to Mark’s tpuwadvas or Matthew's tevmnuatos, 
the matter being self-evident by their employ of padudos instead of 
Berovns in Luke. 

Matt. 

xx. 17. For «ar avaBawowv B says perrov Oe avaBawev. B is 
supported by 1 [non fam] sah boh syr pesh pers and Orig 2/3, 
but it seems a clear reflection of Mark x. 32 (whence the 
diatessaron draws) ‘‘noav d¢€ ev ty 06m avaBawortes ets 
lepocoAvpa.” I place this here and not under ‘ Coptic,” but 
a glance under “‘ Coptic”? will show that at xx. 8, 16, 34 
there is an Egyptian conspiracy involving B in the four 
places, including xx. 17, so close and careful as to reveal B ~ 
and coptic as editors, and not as neutrals. 

Just so N +min® exhibits the process on its side at xx. 24 by writing 
np£avto ayavaxtew with Mark (x. 41 [the diatess § xxxi. opens with the 
account from Mark x. 41/44]) instead of nyavaxtncav. And if we look 
beyond to xxii. 40 we find —odos by Nj alone is the way of the diatessaron 
with all the syriacs and sah boh®'; so that coptic is in sympathy here too. 

xxi, 2. xatevavts (pro arevavtt) NBCDLZ® 892 al Orig 1/2 Hus 
1/2 borrowing from Mark xi. 2, Luke xix. 30 where xatevayte 
stands by all. (See under ‘‘ Synonyms.”’) 

7. er avtwy (primo loco) NBDLZ® 33 69 892* Sod” Orighis 
(against evavw avtwy of all the rest) 

This seems to be merely a reflection of Mark xi. 7 ev avtov. and 
Luke xix. 35 ewe tov mwdov, 

Tisch forgets to say that the rest of the 13 family omit the preposition 
altogether and write avr. 

xxi. 12. —tov Geov (cf Mare xi. 15 Luc xix. 45) See under ‘ Coptic’”’ 
and beyond under ‘‘ Improvement.”’ 

25. ev eavtols (pro tap eavrots) BULM?Z 157 372 892 min® (copt) 
Cyr. This seems merely a “‘nicety’’ of harmony to Matt. xvi. 
7 and 8 where ev eavrous is used on both occasions without 
fluctuation among mss. Why then should ‘ Antioch ’”’ 
change at xxi. 25 to map eavtos? What reason would 
there be ? 
xxii. 39. devtepa (—de) NB 4 157 Sod*** only (against the versions 
and sah boh pl) with sah boh“”=™" comes from Mark xii. 31 
* Seutepa avn.” Observe that B improvises (alone) in Matthew 
by substituting owoiws for opota avTn. 
XXVil. 29. mepreOnxay B1381. ¢f Marc xv. 17 repitibeacw. 
33. €ls Toy ToTov Tov B*! cf Luc xxii. 33 exactly. 

Here is harmony in full blast in this “neutral” text. Consult in 

the same verse 33 —Aeyouevov by N alone (=Marc xv. 22) and the 
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picture is complete as to both N and B harmonising in exactly the 
place where they should be most careful not to do so if they expect our 
confidence elsewhere. 

[I would call attention to xxvil. 35 without any emphasis because 
the reading in the photographic edition of B cannot be determined. No 
mention of it is made in Tischendorf’s notes, but in Gregory’s Emen- 
danda attention is directed to B* dsewepicav for dvenepucavto. In the 
photograph it reads AlemepicA’® with a very small to which was 
perhaps added by an early corrector. In the LXX as in B’s own text 
of Ps. xxii. the reading is Ovewepicavto. If dvewepicav B* be correct we 
have an elimination of s¢bi after diviserunt with cf ffe gio 7 2 Aug’™ and 
vg omn (exceptis BQX Cerne dimma)t and syr, but sah boh are explicit 
‘among them.” In Mark xv. 24 the expression is dvapepifovtar ta 
twatia avtov, but in Luke xxiii. 84 (where B had just been looking; see 
above as to els Tov Tomov Tov) it 18 Svapepifomevos de Ta wtwatia, without 
any reflexive attribute. In Jo. xix. 24 the quotation shows dveuepicarto, 
while in verse 23 the procedure is carefully explained, involving the 
middle voice, for it is said of the soldiers «AXaBov ra watia avTov Kat 
eTTOLNT AVY TETOAPA /EpP1) EKAGTTW TTPaTLOTYH HEepos, Kal TOV xiTwVA. | 


Matt. 


xxvii. 46. eBoncevy BLL W 83 69-124 218 604 Sod only as Mark xv. 34. 
All others with 8 and Hus Bas aveBonoev and a d ffo go h 
vgimdR (oh) exclamavit. 

ibid. wer eXwes B (and sah) with ewe edkoe N 83 (and boh) 
seem distinctly to favour the Marcan form. Observe that 
syr differentiates between the words used in St. Matt. and 
St. Mark as do most Greeks, whereas NB alone, as usual, 
obscure the issue. Yet Hort found absolutely nothing 
“ Alexandrian” or ‘‘ Egyptian” in codex B. Here, absolutely 
alone, it is with sah in a particular form. He abandons the 
spelling of B here for that of %, although he was glad enough 
to seize «Gonoev of B in the same verse against N. The 
Revisers recognise the harmony, and go back to aveBoncev 
and Hd: Hu, but the evidence in Souter’s footnote is wrongly 
stated. 


General Improvement. 


li. 22. Bacwreves Tys Lovdaras (—eme) NB 892 min pauc arm Hus. 
Contra rell et it et sah o Xppo exn Fowvaara sed 


boh plane xe apyceAdoc ETO! Novpo efiovaea= 
NB. NB ex boh, vel boh ex 8B?? (Soden follows NB.) 


+ In the quotation itself, omitted by most Greeks and d f ff1.2 gi l vggl5t, sili is 
found ina bc g2hq re (mut r) vgg, but omitted by two vulgatesM9. 
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The answer seems given in this same verse where NBC*W alone 
change the order of ypwoouv tov tatpos avtov of all AND sah boh to Tov - 
Tatpos avtou npwoov. (Sod does not follow, recognising synoptic influence.) 
Had sah or boh been copying NB they might have used this order. 

vy. 10. evexa Scvxatocurns (pro evexeyv dix.) B solus. This is as clear 

as can be, preferring eveca before a consonant, besides being 
largely Homeric and classical. Cf Aoyou evexa ‘‘ dicis causa,”’ 
or teyvns ewexa (Anth). But B repeats evexa next verse 
before ewov. [N does not join B. Soden forgets to record B. | 

Observe, however, that B leaves evexey ewov alone before a vowel 
at x. 18, 39, xvi. 25, Mark viii. 35, x. 29 primo loco, Luke ix. 24, but 
alone makes it evexa evov at Mark xiii. 9. 

At Matt. xix. 29 it is N which objects to evexey Tov euov. N, with D 
and Cyr, writes evexa tov ewov, while B here remains with the rest. If 
B changes in one place and N in another we may be perfectly sure that 
it is editorial. 

At Mark x. 29 evexey tov evayyeduov is now left alone by NB reil, 
and only changed here to evexa tov evayy. by D 71 and as Tisch. says 
*catt™” (a few omit the clause). At Luke xxi. 12 all evexev tov ovopatos 
except D 71 who are for evexa tov ovow. 

At Luke vi. 22 all are agreed as to evexa tov viov except inconsistent 
D who with FYPWI writes evexev Tov wov, reversing his position. 

At Luke xvii. 29 NB with Sod**" prefer ewexev tns Bacidevas (evexev 
Ts Bao. the rest, except U 71 which here desire evexa). 

At Matt. xix. 5 NBLZ Orig change evexev tovrov to evexa TovTov. 
It seems quite clear that Matthew wrote evecey throughout his Gospel: 

At Mark x. 7 evexey tovrov is left unchanged by all. 

At Luke iv. 18 ewexev eyypicev or evexev eyypicev are found. 

Tam far from saying that Nie or Beetle or even Dive made the 
changes, but their texts at some time in Egypt when in papyrus 
book form were no doubt tampered with in order to try and make the 
matter smooth. 

Oatside the Gospels we find Acts xix. 32 evexey cvvedndrvGevcay most, 
but evexa suveX. NAB and four cursives; xxvi. 21 evexa Tovrwy apparently 
all; xxviii. 20 evexev yap ts edmidos all but N*A which write ewexev here ; 
Rom. xiv. 20 py evexey Bpwuatos all; 2 Cor. i. 10 evexev tys vTepBarr. 
dons most and many Fathers, but ewexev rns v7. S0€. by NSABDEF**GP ; 
2 Cor. vii. 12 evexey ter with infinitive by most including NB, only ewvexev 
E and Li (primo loco) Thdt Oec. From this it is abundantly clear that 
changes everywhere are wilful. (Sod adds a few codd. varying.) 

Matt. , 

vi. 7. umoxpitat Bj and syr cu [non syr sin pesh diatess | 

eOvixot all the rest 

The verse runs : ‘‘ rpocevyomevor de un Battoroynonte worrep ot eOviKoL * 
Soxovcl yap oTt ev TH TOAVAOYLA aVT@V ELcaKoVOnTOVTAL.” 

E 


“= 
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Clearly vroxpitae is an ‘‘improvement,”’ being set up as a_ better 
antithesis to Batroroynonte than cOvixoc would seem to be. There is 
nothing ‘‘neutral”’ about this, and Origen is against it. Mirabile dictu 
W-H do not follow B here. How can Hort then account for what he 
wrote (p. 237) about the ‘simple and inartificial character’ of ‘“ the 
few remaining individualisms of B,” ‘‘ happily guiltless of ingenuity or 
other untimely activity of the brain ” ? 

See Hort vol. ii. ‘ Select Rdgs.’ p. 10 on Matt. vii. 13 “Or, as we 
rather suspect, as one of those rare rdgs. in which the true text has been 
preserved by N without extant support, owing to the exceptional intrusion 
of a late element into B (of which some examples occur further on in this - 
Gospel).”” But B is full of these intrusions and not only in Matthew! 
Matt. 

e. xi. 15. —axovew BD 32174 604d k syr sin (0 ey@v wra | axoveww | axoveTo) 
xiii. 9. —axovew NBL a ec ff, k syr sin (0 exwv wra | axovew| axoveta) 

Here it is clearly seen that B & and syr sin are the consistent ones. 
in omitting. It might be thought basically ‘‘ neutral” (= shorter text) 
but that there would be no reason to add axovew as all the rest do 
including copt. 

xi. 43. —axovew X*B Sod? 604 a b e k vg" [non D d syr sin Tt] 

xii. 48. Tw NeyouTe (pro Tw EvTroyTt) NBDZII* 7 33 892 Hust alig. 
Following erev to avoid tautology. See similar case at 
Luke ix. 21. (Soden follows Hort here in Matthew.) 

Other instances of this can be adduced, as at Matt. xxvi. 26. For 
evyapioTncas of most (and W 28) evAoyneas is substituted by teat recept 
with NBDLCGZ min“ for the blessing of the bread. This appears 
very like an effort to vary the evyapiotnoas occurring again in the 
following verse 27 of the cup. For note that in St. Paul’s account in 
1 Cor. xi, 24/25 the expression is evyapiotnoas and that of the BREAD. 

24/25, edaBev aptov Kar evyapiatynoas exdace Kat eve (aPeTE © 

PayeTe) TOUTO ov EoTL TO TwWLAa TO VITEP LwY (KX@pEVOY) TOUTO 
TTOLELTE ELS THV ELNV AVALVIO LV. WMOTAVTWS Kal TO TOTNPLOV. «+. 

Thus evyapiotycas is tied to the bread, and wcavtws implies evyapi- 
atnoas de novo as to the cup. 

Whichever way we turn the NB grouping seems to be convicted of 
an endeavour to improve; in this case however the textus receptus is 
involved as well. Here Griesbach and Scholz I believe rightly oppose 
it. For such repetition is not distasteful to the Semitic mind. (See 


beyond on Matt. xix. 4.) But Soden reproduces evyapiotnoas in Matt. 
Matt. 


xiii. 86. duacadnoov (pro dpacov) N*B (Orig semel) syr, but no 
cursives. Sod adds 4 and °” of uncials, of fam ¢$* four cursives, and prints 
Siacagyoor in his text. Of the five next, four are omissions : 


+ But syr sin has wssaxzka for wrxsarsal of syr cu. Syr cu has axovew both at 
xi. 15 and xiii. 9. 
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xill. 45. europw ( pro avlpw7w eutropw) N*BI50 59 Sod Ath Cyr 1/2 
Chrys Ambr | Habent Orig Cypr gr plur syrr diatess arab latt| 
om europe vg® diatess 

The two words occupy one line in D d, and Cyr 1/2 is significant, 
while Orig and Cypr flatly contradict NB [ert is silent]. 

The coptic is interesting, for unlike Gr-syr-lat order: avOp. europa 
they say euzropw avOperw a ‘‘ merchant-man’”’ as we would say in English. 

xvi. 13. twa (we) Aeyouciy ov avOpwrroe evvat (TOY) VLov TOU avou 
quem (me) dicunt homines esse filium hominis. 

This we is omitted by NB 604 Sod*” [no other Greeks] syr hier copt 
aeth only c of O.L. and some vgg codd (8) against Hier specifically. 

He isincluded by syrr it pl and Iren and all other Greeks. Clearly this 
omission is not ‘‘shorter”’ text, but constructional improvement. There 
could not be a clearer case where the Syriacs are specific with the Latin, 
and the Coptic only support NB as a distinctly Egyptian group joined 
by aeth and ¢ also clearly of Egyptian provenance, yet Soden excludes. 

[ N’s graeco-latin tendency is seen clearly in the neighbourhood 
Xvi. 27 ta epya for tyv mpakv with d [contra D® tnv rpakw] opera sua 

and other Latins and copt. 

. No doubt the origin of the plural is due to an old unpointed syriac 
preceding the Latins which could be read either way. Hence as Latins 
and Greeks (except N*F min) divide squarely here, the Latins did 


not get it from the Greeks but from the Syriac. | 
Matt. 
xxi. 12. “av eucndOev 0 vo ets To vepov Tov Deov.” 


But NBL 13 33 738 604 892 Sod#4 sah boh aeth b Meth Chr Hil.and 
Origen 2/5 omit tov Geov. On the supposition of the ‘‘ shorter” text 
of course W-H follow suit with the omission. But is it not a gross 
mistake? Who would put in tov Oeov? ‘‘And Jesus went into the 
Temple” is quite sufficient. If the original writer did not have tov Qeov 
why should any add? ‘The plain fact remains that Origen being on both 
sides gives away the change as an arbitrary excision, for the words 
appeared redundant. I cannot allow that the addition was made by 
scribes, but claim that NBL omitted as a redundancy. This is one of 
the few places treated by W-H. See their note in vol. ii. (‘ Select Read- 
ings’) p.15. What they mean by ‘“‘overwhelming’’t evidence for omission 
I fail to see, ‘“overwhelming’’ meaning only three uncials (closely 
related), a pitiful handful of cursives, the arm (all mss ?) aeth, and coptic, 


} They write: ‘The absence of rov @eov from Me xi. 15 Le xix. 45 (cf Jo. ii. 14) at | 
all events cannot weigh against the overwhelming documentary authority for omission.”’ 
But the omission is doubtless traceable to Origen, who in his commentary on John 
(Book x. § 15) cites the three Gospel accounts, leaving out tov deov in Matthew, as in 
Mark and Luke where the words are really absent. Elsewhere when quoting Matthew 
Origen has them. Soden holds rov @eov against NBL and his °”, although he has been 
_ religiously following them in a host of other things! Why are they right elsewhere if 
. wrong here ? ; 


E 2 


52, CODEX B AND ITS ALMIBS. 


with Origen against them in proportion of 3 to 5 on the side of all other 
Gk documents and all Latins but b, and all sy77, while sy7 cw actually 
doubles it, reading ‘‘ And Jesus entered the temple of God and put or 
from the temple of God.” 

The calling of NBL copt aeth “ overwhelming” is undignified. It 
represents one single tradition. See under ‘‘Coptic” for probable 
harmonistic reasons for the omission. Soden does not omit. 
meen 6. mepe Tov Tpaxyndov (pro em or ets Tov Tp.) NBULZ=M 28 157 

237 253 258 y& al. pauc. Orig (SEMEL) Bas Cyr bis 

This clearly tells the tale. Orig only once, Cyril twice. The Latins 
oppose and the Syriac, but NB thought “about his neck” was better. 
Why are 604 and 892 absent ? The coptic does not agree with NB here. 
Schaaf and Gwilliam translate ‘‘ad collum” for the same syr expression. 
Only Burkitt says “about his neck” for the same syr preposition. It is 
clearly only a matter of taste, and in view of the circumlocutory nature 
of syriac prepositions (Schaaf p. 114 “circum, circa, ad, juxta, prope”’) it 
seems evident that NB are only ‘‘improving.” How could wep: have 
dropped out of the rest if basic? Soden refuses this ‘‘ nicety.” 

xvill. 15. eav d€ apaptnon (—ets ce) 0 adeApos cov This is a radical 
and important change committed by NB 1 22 234* sah Orig 
Cyr Bases and clearly wrong. When D parts company 
with NB and goes with the mass and when that mass includes 
all the Latins and Syrr we may be sure NB with or without 
Origen are striving for improvement. We cannot consider 
a shorter text per se. We must investigate how each of these 
changes came about. Boh?! here oppose sah with arm aeth Chr 
Lucif Hil ete. who are all conjoined with -°2°, of the Greeks 
plus Lat and Syr. W®" does not omit nor 604 nor 892. 

(A reference to Luke xvii. 3 where NB Sod®° again omit with AL 
fam 1 42 254 892 but also lat syr copt Clem Dam (Tert) shows that 
the omission in Matt. was probably influenced by their Lucan text.) 

This is immediately followed by an addition which I do not believe 
is original but due to the ‘‘ version tradition.” 

Matt. xviii. 19 for vwwv of most Gks NBDL 892 substitute e£& vuwv 
with syr7 [this seems to be opposed by a much older authority namely 
Tgnatius®rbes 4], 

xix. 4, 0 KTLGas ar apyns apoev Kat Ondv eroincev avTovs. B 1 22 
33 124 604 Sod 8 & Sod“ boh sah Orig”*® Tit Bostr Method 
Ath Clem®™ use xticas for the more Semitic romoas of all 
the rest. 

I ask what can be more clearly an endeavour to improve? It avoids 
the tautology involved and seems clearly borrowed from Mark x. 6 ‘‘ azo 
Se apyns KTLTEwWS apoev Kat Ondrv eTrOMoeEY avToOUS.” 

The double use of zrovew in Matthew is not abhorrent to the Latins, 
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and the Syriacs use the same word 1a twice. Nor was it abhorrent 
to the translators of the LX X, who render Gen. 1. 27: 

Kab ETTOLNOEV O Geos TOV avOpwtrov “Kab €LKOVEa Qeou ET OLNOEV AVTOYV* 
apoev Kat Ondv ETOLnTEV avToUs. 

(Hebrew is yivra 873") bara X13 bara 873.) 

In the small support accorded to B note that 124 opposes the 
family traditions of fam 13 which do not agree, and 1 opposes 118-209. 
Nothing can be clearer that «zcas is editorial. 

Similarly in the same chapter verse 18 B 13-124-346-556 write edn 
for evrev opposing all the rest and 69. Can we really suppose the later 
egy to be ‘‘neutral” opposing all other documents ? 

Note that in the answer of the young man at Mark x. 20 the record 
of NB(C)A is edy, and returning to Matt. xix. 18 note that at the 
beginning instead of Neyer avtw movas, NL substitute wovas dynowv, and . 
B 13 edn avtw trovas, all apparently in the nature of corrections, yet not 
in agreement with each other. 

Two verses lower Matt. xix. 20 we find Origen (as well as Ath) 
opposing the correction of NBDL 1 22 604 of egvraka for efvdraéaynp, 
while eduAaéa is read in Mark x. 20 by Orig Clem DA and 28 [not 28 in. 
Matthew] and there in Mark opposed by NBCNWX. In Luke xviii. 21. 
most read eduvrakayny but NABL fam 1 edvraéa. It would seem as if 
in both Matthew and Mark NB take the wrong line. 

xxiv. 16. devyetwoay evs ta opn BDA® 892 min aliq Patr et latt for 
g. ews ta opy. It is much more likely that ews should 
be changed to es, than es to emt. The idea being in the 
minds of the grammarians that it was a flight. To ‘{‘‘in 
montes”’? Origi™’ Ireni™* Cypr Aug Hier r vgg) although 
most Old Latins retain the abl. 2m montibus (with only vg’), 
whereas ez: Ta opyn is the more difficult and the most likely, 
signifying flight to the mountains and upon them when there. 

As to Luke xxi. 21 all Gks (but two) have ess there. Hence 
the excuse to harmonise in Matthew is greedily availed of by B. 
I can see no other outlet. I will not admit that nearly all other 
Greeks substitute a more difficult ev: in Matthew. 


Improvement (Addition). 
Matt. 
xxvi. 44 jin. Tov avtov Aoyov evmov +7adiv. This madw is added by 


NBL Sod’ 124 (against the family) t @ and boh [non sah]. 
There is no particular reason for this (syr sin ‘and again 
thus he spake”’; arm ‘‘and again the same word he said”’) unless 
erroneously incorporated from the wad occurring above 
“cakw ateMav tpoonvéato,” for ‘Tov avtov oyov evrwy”’ is 
quite sufficient. Here is an absolute contradiction of the 


t Soden misquotes his «257 (Scrivener “a” Ady. Sacr.) 
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‘“‘shorter”’ text theory, and an abominable redundancy. - No 
cursives but 124 seem to join, and as to @ it occasionally 
does this kind of thing, e.g. John ili. 4 homo +ut nos.t Soden 
places this second vad in his text. 
Given the ordinary copying of mss, which was faithful enough 
in the main, how could wadw be dropped by all the rest? 


Removing redundancy. 
Matt. 


x1. 25. ott expuwas tTavta ato codwy Kat ouveTor NBD 12 
Clem*™ (sed Clem™ libere) Sod*st non uss 
All others have atexpuwas..a7ro with Iren* Hus Orig. 

This seems clearly to savour of the removal of redundant av from 
the verb. Alone it might not seem so, but in connection with the other 
points in the indictment it would seem to hold good. 

(The Latins can yield nothing of interest here; sah seems to 
favour NBD “thou hiddest these for,” but boh is “from.” Coming 
so close on syriac influence in verse 23 (see elsewhere) expuyras 
may trace to this.) 

See in St. Luke as to simple and compound verbs. 


Further, consider the following improvement : 


vil. 5. Kab oTav mpocevynabe ovK ececbe ws o1 vrroxpitrau Nt BZ 1 22 
372 892 Sod'’* a b (¢ h nolite esse) f ffi gz 5 [contra A* | 
l vg goth sah boh aeth syr hier arm Orig Chr Aug 
Sod*t 
Kal OTaY TpocEvyN OVK Eon wWoTrEp ob UTToKpiTal DW rell syr 
cud k q [om ver. sin] diatess (hiant e ff, m r 2) 


+ In this connection it may be interesting to connect a with Bs', which can be done 
in several places. But they touch in quite a peculiar matter of order, which deserves 
notice, at Luke viii. 28. For 

kat kareBn = Nara avemov ets Tnv Aywynv _ of all Gks 
| et descendit procella venti in stagnum of Latins 
B alone has k, xareBn arta ers tTnv Atpyny avepov 
and a et descenditturbo in stagnum venti 

Wordsworth does not notice this order in a, although quoting G b e 1 q for omission of 
in stagnum (add for omission ff as in Tisch fe een by Buchanan). The point I want 
to bring out is that B is therefore in no way “ neutral” or ‘ pre-syrian”’ here. He goes 
with a document generally called Western or Hwropean or Italian (although a is really 
graeco-syriac-latin) and does so in a place where the omission by other Latins shows 
how the change of order probably took place owing to some confusion here. Hence 
B ain combination once more disproyes ‘neutrality’ for B and classes him with our 
other documents as a mixtwre. I will emphasise the point further from a passage very 
close by, viz. Luke viii. 29. Instead of navvero umo rou Sayoviov ets Tas epnuovs, B supported 
only by = (against N and all the rest) allows himself to substitute azo for vo, which must 
equate LATIN use of a daemonio for agency as sometimes elsewhere. 

$ N* leaves out ovx evecbe by mistake. in correcting gives kai orav rpowevxn 
ovk eveo Oe (showing he knew both readings) and N¢ has to set the matter straight. 
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This is absolutely and clearly an improvement by a small coterie 
as above. In verse 3 it runs cov de rovovtos eXenuocvyny so that at first 
sight we might think that the majority had corrected the plural in 
ver. 5 to accord with this singular in ver. 3, but why then, in the first 
place, allow the plural o« vzoxpitas to stand in ver. 5? If Antioch had 
done the revising here they might have changed the hypocrites to 
“a hypocrite”? or ‘‘the hypocrite,’ but then they would have had to 
alter the whole of the rest of the verse. In the second place it is 
quite clear that NBZ did the revising (the inevitable Origen joins 
them) in order to avoid a singular comparison with a plural following. 
In the third place the change is opposed by DW dk t q and syr cu pesh 
diatess definitely [sin, the cautious, omits the verse]. For some reason 
Tisch misstates the evidence, only giving qg on the side of D d, while he 
gives 7?! on the other side: But if ever there was a place where we 
must balance correctly this is one. We nowsee that 7¢?! is wrong, for dk q 
witness for the side of Dd, and 6 opposing A® shows it was the later 
latin witness which caused this. Sod cannot even produce °° for this. 

One word more. Origen, who approves the course of NBZ, 
nevertheless writes wo7ep for ws (of NBDZ 383), showing that while 
they were about it NBZ took the opportunity to make this other change, 
for they prefer ws to wo7ep on a good many other occasions. 

We might refer to Luke xxii. 31/32 for further illustration : S(uov 
Xipeov idod 0 catavas éEntncato bwas Tov ciuidcar @s TOV ciTov' eyw 5é 
édenOnv wept cov iva pr ékrdlrn 4) TioTLs cov. 

Here c seeing the difficulty writes ad cernendum without vpas, but 
Tertullian “uti cerneret vos,” and Cyprian ‘‘ wt vos vexaret.” 

Another such transition (which Bornemann admits is “‘ intentional ’’) 
occurs at Luke y. 4 and is highly instructive, for again another Evangelist 
is reproducing our Lord’s own words: as 8€ éra’cato Nadav elrev Tpos 
Tov Liwwva: éTavayaye eis TO BAOos, Kal yadhdoate Ta Siktva vpav 
eis aypav. We cover this transition in English by saying ‘‘ Launch out 
[‘ put out,’ R.V.]| into the deep, and let down your nets for a draught,” but 
the Latins cannot cover it, and they say ‘“‘ Duc (or adduc) in altum, ct. 
laxates..’t 

St. Paul is not averse to the method. Observe 2 Cor. xi. 6 ‘ei 6€ 
Kal lLaTns TO NOYO, GAN ov TH yvooe* AAN év TavTl davepwOertes (or 
pavepwoarvtes) €v Taow eis tpyas.” This is not quite so obvious, as éyw 


{ Horner simply follows Tischendorf and only quotes q, so that he has failed to 
clear the matter. & has “et cum adoras non erit sicut hypocritae.” Unfortunately 
e ff, ave wanting and m 7 r,. If we refuse dk syr ew (conjoined here) a heavy vote 
in the proceedings what is the use of talking of them elsewhere as primary witnesses ? 
The public cannot judge intelligently when the evidence of these witnesses is obliterated 
from carelessness. 

{ Wiclif is however true, and says “ Lede thow into depthe, and slake your nettis to 
take fisch.”’ 
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with infinite reserve (as is usual with St. Paul) is suppressed. In our 

English version on the other hand we have to bring it into pro- 

minence: ‘But though I be rude in speech yet not in knowledge 

[emphatically R.V. ‘yet am I not in knowledge’| but we have been 

thoroughly made manifest among you in all things.” (R.V. varies this 

diction.) ‘ 

Another beautiful example is forthcoming in St. Paul’s writings, 
which although a little long Iam tempted to reproduce here and put 
it on record in this connection. I refer to Rom. xii. 16-20. 

Ver 16 is plural: 7d adr eis dddjdous ppovodvTes* wh TA Hrd Hpovodvtes, — 
ANNA Tois TaTreLvois cUVaTTayopeEvoL’ un yiver Oe hpoviporTap EavToOts. 

Follows a kind of singular idea holding the plural : 

Ver 17,18, 19. pndevi raxdv avtl KaKkod arobiovtes* mpovoovpevot Kaha 
evetriov TavTav avOpworrwv’ eb duvaTov, TO €E Uwav, META TAYTOV 
avOparrav elpnvevovTes* pn EauTovs exdiKodVTES, ayaTNTOl, ANNA 

_ 6oTe Tomov TH opyn (yéypamTas yap ‘‘’Epuol exdixnats, eyo 
avTaTOOMTw, NEyEl KUpLOS.’’) 

Now follows immediately the singular, only separated by the 
parenthetical quotation above: 

Ver 20. ’Eav ody (vel adda éav) Tewd 6 éyOpos cov, Wome adtov* 
éav Oupa, ToTLbe adTov' TodTO yap ToL@V, avOpaKxas Tupos 
TWPEVTELS ETL THY KEhadryy avTOd. 

The interesting part is that he holds this singular in ver. 21 instead 
of summing up with the plural: 

#4) VLK@® VITO TOD KaKod, adda Vika ev TO ayaO@ TO KaKOV. 

This again is lost in our English, for we translate : 

“Be not overcome of evil, but overcome evil with good,” 
which might be ‘‘ Be thou...” or ‘‘ Be ye...” 

Now to return to Matt. vi. 5 and Luke v. 4. Of course there are 
no cross references between these two verses, yet it is instructive to note 
a point which occurs here. ‘There are no variations among MSS in 
Luke v. 4 except as to ws de or ote (D da e) at the beginning, but at the 
end fam 1 and 22 Sod‘ omit es aypav. Now these (fam 1 and 22 Sod) 
are the very Mss which alone support NBZ in Matt. vi. 5. I may say here 

that we are very much in need of a new collation of Hvan 22. We donot 

know, to this day, whether ‘‘colb” or ‘“‘colb unus”’ of Wetstein’s Colbert 

Group means 22 or another. Consult Matt. vi. 18 a very little way 

further on, xpu¢aiw (for xputw) bis is found only in NB(D) 1 [against 

118-209 this time] and 22 372 Sod'*, showing they are simply descendants 

of the same family. [372 (= Sod) joins here, absolutely of B family, not 

recorded above.| Soden** xpudaw. 

xpudavos is more classical (or poetic, Pindar Aesch Soph ; Xen Plato 
use both) than xpu7ra, but only occurs in the N.T. as xpvd» Eph. v. 12. 

But, I may be told, do you mean to put aside NBZ Orig supported 
by sah boh goth it? Aug? And I say yes, because before the benevolent 
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reader will have finished perusing these pages he will find that NBZ 
Orig sah boh represent but one text recension, and it® Awg no doubt are 
turning a difficulty + as well, seeing that they are not supported by d k 
(unfortunately /f, is wanting here in the early part of Matthew). 
Adhesion of the gothic here to NBZ is unusual and might be 
considered a balancing factor, but for the fact that it is abandoning its 
usual adherence to the other group, and therefore I consider its position 
to be suspicious also of ‘“‘improvement.” As we find the syriac stand 
aloof from NBZ with d k D and all other Greeks we can see pretty 
clearly that the singular in apposition to the plural following is the 
correct reading and not the converse. 

As a matter of fact we ourselves are in the habit of using the 
same construction. We say currently ‘Don’t be like the sharks down 
in the market place’’ (meaning ‘“‘ Do not thou be like...”) Similarly 
the French say: ‘“‘Ne sois pas comme les Anglais qui...’’ or the 
Germans: ‘‘ Sei nicht wie die Amerikaner...”’ t 

Finally observe in the same chapter vi. 16 adawf{ovcw yap to 
mpocamov NS 2449, k syr pesh pers for apavifovcow yap Ta TpocwTa. 

Note also in Matt. vil. 16 unre cv\reyovow ato axavOav atagurnv 
CCEGKLUMSUVWXALTL al. pl arm aeth Lucif (although opposed by NB(C) 
Jam 1 22 892 latt syr goth copt with oragvaas) may be the right reading ; 
observe LWX for ctagvaAny and Clem (but cf. Luke vi. 44). 


Inuprovement (continued). sd 
Matt. 


vi. 8. Addition: o @eos 0 matnp vnwv N*B sah | W-H | non Sodre ss 
0 TAaTHP ULV D reli et verss sine o Geos 

vii. 8. avovyerar (pro avovynoera fin) B only (and syr cu boh Aphraat). 
Clear ‘‘improvement’’ to correspond with AapSaver and 
cupicxet above, against Clem ® and all other Greeks, Latins 
and sah. B does it again (alone with D, which is here 
wanting) at Luke xi. 10 absolutely for the same reason. Sod 
attributes both readings to mere error (p. 908 Band I Abt. 1). 
He is indeed charitable. But W-H do not agree with him, 
printing them marg. in both places. 

ix. 28. Order: ott Tovto durayat tomncat only Bl q and vg against ore 
duvawat in first position all others and versions (although 
varying somewhat otherwise ; see under NB in Part II). 

x. 2. +xat ante vaxwBos NB d (contra D®) syr (contra rell gr et latt 
sah boh aeth). When NB abandon coptic sympathy there is 
always a reason, and this must have been considered an im- 
provement. Why should all the rest dropit? (+a: Sod!" *'), 


} They are clearly wrong with B again in vi. 22 reading, ‘‘ The light of the body is 
thine eye” (from Luke xi. 34) instead of ‘the eye.” N here opposes B,.and with f goth 
syrr sahomn bohomn and Clem Hus is certainly right. 

{ See Winer, p. 778 (‘ Breviloquence,’ section 2 f.) comparing Xenophon (Cyr. 5, 
1. 3) opovay rats SovAais evye tHv ecOnra. As to Luke vy. 4 it is referred to on p. 725. 
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x. 8. OadSavos (pro reBatos) NB 17124 sah bohe ff, gol [Non clare Sod] 

13. eb vuas (pro mpos vyas) NBW 174 (248) 372 892 Sod™™. 

This is done to complete the idea of “‘ pairs’? in the sentence 

elpnvn vor er’ avTny, and expnvn vmov eh’ vas eTLaTpapyTo, 

if indeed it be not borrowed from Luke x. 6 em’ avtov..ep’ 

uuas. Actually 248, instead of strengthening NB, shows this 

by adding avaxaywe: from Luke. There is no earthly reason 

why all other documents should substitute mpos for ed if ed 

were original. The Latins oppose and both coptics differen- 

tiate. Needless to say W-H fall into the trap. Soden does not. 

I wish to add that & (with C 157 Sod*1®° only) confirms my view 

as to ‘‘pairs”’ immediately afterwards, for at x. 15, not content with yn 

cobopwv Kat youoppwr, it adds a second yn, writing yn codopev Kar yn 

youoppwv. That this is absolutely gratuitous is proved by the abstention 

of the friendly versions. 

We shall see much more later and throughout the Gospels as to 

this matter of ‘‘ pairs”’ by the Egyptian school. 
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Improvement (Order). 
x1. 26. ots ovtws >evdoxia eyeveto euTrpoobev cov NBW 1 33 892k 
OTL OUTS >eEyEveTO EvdoKia EuTrpocbev cov Fell 
The versions do not support NB here. In Luke x. 21 BC*LXE (a 
perfect family coterie, but against N as well as the rest) have also evdoxia 
eyevero and there with many Old Latins. 


Improvement “ Niceties.”’ 


xi. 29. mpavs NBC*D Sod*! Clem 1/2 Orig bis Ath 1/2 Bas 1/4 Cyr 1/2 
mpaos Rell omn et min omn vid Orig? Huser? Ath 1/2 
Bas 3/4 Cyr 1/2 Chr; et Clem(Strom) NaBere tov mpaov 
A glance at this will, I think, show Alexandrine scholarship 
preferring the rarer form. Observe how the Fathers are divided against 
themselves, with the balance in favour of zpaos. Hort says (voli. p. 549) 
‘The perpetuation of the purer text may in great measure be laid to the 
credit of the watchful scholars of Alexandria, .. .”’ but here, as elsewhere, 
the readings vary in different places in their writings. They were far 
from being ‘‘ watchful,” but they did enjoy “niceties” even if not 
consistent in the application of them. 
ix. 13 and xii. 7. Under this head may perhaps ke placed eXeos (for 
exeov) by NBCD** 1 33 in both places (and again xxiii. 23). 
Note that all others oppose as well as d and Clem®** (against 
Origen). The LXX reading (of most of its Mss) of edXeos 
would account for eXeos. 
For observe in this connection, and in this vicinity, Matt xii. 17/18 — 
tva TANPWOn To pHbev Sia Heaior (xlii. 1/4) tov mpodyntov Aeyovtos wdov o 
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TAS {LOU OV NPETICA, 0 ayaTNTOS Lov OV (pro eis Ov) EvdoKNnTEV N ruyn pov. 
So N*B 115 244 892 ff, Hus>s.1/2 against evs ov evdoxncer of all the rest 
and latt syr copt. A reference to Isaiah xl. 1 (Septuagint) shows scpanr 
0 €KNEKTOS pov, TpocEedeEATO aVTOV N Wun [MoU. 

[D® indeed here writes es ov for the first ov (as syr) against quem of 
d opposite, and D*" has ev w for the second es ov. | 
Matt. 

(Questionable. ) 

xii. 29. aprracai (pro diaptaca) BC*WX 892 min” sah? against 


dvapTacat ND rell omn et latt (diripere) et Mare ii. 27 
*“Nicety ”’ : 
xl. 32. (sec loco) ov un adeOy B®?! et W-H ing. 
ov pn adeOnoetau N* 
ove apeOnoetar -* Nee yell omen 


” 


This seems a strengthening ‘‘nicety”’ on the part of B, for 
Luke xii. 10 = ov« adeOnoetat, and Mark iii. 29 ovk exes adeouy. 

Another “‘ nicety ”’ (favoured by W-H and Sod tat‘ °° %*) occurs at: 

xi. 48. ta kara evs ayyn (pro Ta Kanda els ayyera) NBCM**N 1 [non 118- 
209] 124 [non fam] 892 Hust 48 (notable conjunction among 
our minuscules of editorial work) Orig’ Cyr®® Isid. ayryevov 
is a pure Matthaean word occurring only here and at xxv. 4 
where ev rows ayyewors is left alone by all, I consider ayyn, the 
non-diminutive form, to be a “‘nicety”’ of Origen. The Old 
Syriac omits here at xiii. 48 saying ‘‘ the good (as) good,” but 
DW and the rest have ers ayyeva (or evs Ta ayyia D). 

57. The “pair” of clauses here: ‘‘in his country and in:-his 
house” has given rise to a great deal of variety. 

I believe the ‘‘ received’ text to be correct: ev 7) matpids avTou Kat 
ev Tn o1KLa avtov. It is read by eleven uncials and LXW®> min pl latt 
pl syrr Bas Chr and Orig 2/3, and is Semitic. BD 33 604 (al? perpauc) 
adk = ev tn matpid (—avtov) cat ev Tn o1x1a avtov making the possessive 
serve once for the two as W-H. This Origen does not agree to. NZ fam 
13 892 ff, Orig 1/3 = ev tn vdca matpids Kae ev TH oLKLa avtov as Sod**, 
L f 9, vg” omit the second clause, but L with 15 uncials including W 
has ev t) matpids avrov. C conflates ev Tn toca Tatpids avTov Kal EV TH 
o.kta avtov exactly as sah (which probably gave rise to some of the 
trouble) neq fare RLeeiit MRe20g... 

We see Origen as usual divided against himself, yet not supporting 
BD for the “ shorter”’ text, which here I believe to be a mistake by BD. 

A study of such “‘ pairs” conveys a good deal of information. Thus 
at Luke xx. 20: To “deliver him unto the power and authority of the 
Governor.” WN 157 Paris” and three lectionaries write t) apyn Kat 
efovora Tov nyeu., eliding the second article before efovc1a. I mention it 
because Tisch omits this in his notes (it is added in Gregory’s ‘ Kmendanda’) 
and because the Coptic nex, for «ac (although it retains the article 
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prefixed to the second noun) may have given rise to this. ‘“‘ Pairs,” 


therefore, are always worth watching.t Sod has no new support for &. 
Matt. 


xiv. 338. NBC?T° 1 22 892* min’ ffi copt aeth (Orig 2?) Did.omit edOovtes. - 
This is peculiarly interesting, for although 1 omits, 118-209 
with 28 substitute ovres. The very manner of the coptics 
shows that they had well considered the place, and they too 
make a great show of ovtes. The rest and DW all have 
edGovtes, Which represents a far more graceful act, and syr cu 
sin: “(came near and.’ The point is this. In ver. 32 we read 
kat avaBavtov (euSavT@v) avT@v els TO TAOLOY ExOTTAaTEY O AVELOS. 
They had already entered the ship, and for some reason 
eXOorvtes seemed out of place in ver. 33.- It is true it does not 
read (as Tischendorf would have one suppose) ou de edOovtes ev 
T@ TOW ..., but ot Se ev Tw TAOLW ENOTES TPOTEKUYNTAY AUTO. 
But eAdovtes has been removed and not added, I feel sure. 

Another ‘“nicety ’ obtains in the following verse: 

xiv. 84. »\Oov exe thy ynv NBCD*NT°WAL@ME fam 13 33 157 238 

245 Sodv™ ¢ ‘ad terram” (sah eg,par elnKap, boh 
eHDorest E|MKA 9,1) syr, et syr cu sin diserte 
nrOov evs tyv ynv EK rell omn latt “in” et d Orig*® et Sod tat 

This is a distinction and a ‘‘ betterment.”’ d opposes D and Origen 
is against the NB group, whose adherents are none too many. I consider 
e to be wrongly grouped by Tisch and Horner and to belong to the side 
I have put it on. 

[ A touch suggested by Origen in xiv. 36 is rejected by NB, but not 
by some of their followers. He would have (bis) wa kav povoy aywvtat 
with ® 1 [non 118-209] fam 13 [non 124] 22 33 al. alig. All the uncials 
have wa povoy awvta. The vg and some itala (but not de “ut tantum’’) 
have “ut vel fimbriam...” and f ‘ut tantum vel fimbriam.”’ | 
xv. 35/36. Kav mapayyeidas. . .ehaBev NBD* 1 fam 13 83 W-H Sod — 

(Orig evOade de ov Kedever ara TraparyryeNdeL) 
Kat €KeNEUTE. . .KaL AaBwv Rell Gr fl q vg 
ACMAPATTEIAE AE---Aqxr sah 
os0s, Ayportyent..-aqOr bok 
Kal exeXevoe... Kal ehaBev syr abceg, k (et praecepit 


hide ; et accepit) 
et cum jussisset. .accepit d 


First observe that Origen directs this operation on the part of 


t We may cite another instructive instance where N and not B is offended at a 
‘*pair’’ of readings and cancels the second. It is all in the same neighbourhood (see 
xiii. 28, under Coptic). This occurs at Matt. xii. 87. N alone prefers ex yap trav \oyer 
cov SixawOnon Kar ek Tov Koywv (—cov) Katadicacbnon. Soden does not add one single 
new witness. 

} Soden refuses em: (upon what principle ?) against all his 7 family and nine new 
witnesses. 
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NBD*. The comparison is with xiv. 19 where NZ Orig had exedevoev 
(against KeXevoas of most, Kehevoate B* Sod’). Observe sah uses a 
different word here from the one in xiv. 19, transliterating in xv. 35 but 
not using the participle. d does not agree with the exact participial form 
of D, nor do any Latins, nor is it borne out by syr. As in 36 wt. Syrr 
and /att (except d) maintain the «av edafev of the Greeks, it looks very 
much (whether cas mapnyyecde be correct or not), as if NB had inverted 
the construction and that xa: tapnyyeirXe (or mapnyyerre Se as sah)... 
NaB@v or Kat KaBov was what was intended, and not Kai wapayyetdas... 
edaSev. For the question is as between ‘“‘ Commanding the multitude 
to sit down...he took the seven loaves...’’ or ‘‘And he commanded 
the multitude to sit down...and taking...” 

Follows another case of probable “ finessing””’ : 
- Matt. . 

xvi. 19. tas Krevdas (pro tas Krets) N*B* (both corrected) LW Sod - 
Orig 4/5 against tas «devs by all others and N°B° Orig 1/5 
Eus Chr Phot. Doubtless Origen caused this. 

XVil. 4. tomow (pro momowpev) NBC* 174 604 0 fi fo. This is 
different. Because, a8 mrovmowpev obtains in Mark and Luke 
(ix. 5, ix. 383), it might be thought that this wouow was the 
‘“neutral’’ text in Matthew. I think it is a mistake however, 
as both coptics are against it, as all the syriacs and Origen 
distinctly. This is a place where we may emphasise the 
importance of a concurrent study of the versions. 

They are so often with us in whole or in part, that their absence 
here is very important. How come 0 and jffi»z of the Latins to join ? 
In the first place faciam occupies the last place in the short line of b and 
a ligature for ws may easily have disappeared or been omitted in copying 
b or the parents of b ffi2. As to the parallels, D only indulges in zrownow 
in Luke (d facio), but in Mark D d for rwouow and faciam are joined 
by no Greeks but by 0 ¢@ ff, all Latin support therefore. The point is 
perhaps not.worth debating, but I incline to think it is an ancient Latin 
error which has crept into the three places. It is very curious that D, 
who perpetrates zroujow alone among Greeks in Mark and Luke, should 
be absent from NBC in Matthew. But the other versions are check 
enough, without speaking of the absence of 892 and others. 

A little matter of order follows however in the verse which is highly 
instructive. B and e alone write cxnvas tpets for tpews oxnvas of all the 
rest and the versions, incl. Latin. But in Luke this is the order 
(and of some in Mark). Ergo, B was looking at a parallel, and that 
parallel probably Luke ix. 33, and his conjunction with e in Matt. 
shows a Latin sympathy which may have extended to and account for 
Tomoo as well. 

xvii. 7. Kat arpapevos avtav for Kat yWrato avtwy Kat NB 892 only. 
Anyone who will consult the beginning of this verse with its 
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Matt. 
three verbs will see that there is an opening for finessirg; 


NB avail of it; so does sah, and so do some Latins in 
other respects. But I expect boh or sy is nearest the truth. 
Soden follows NB 892 with °°. See his note. 
xvii. 15. Kaxws exes (pro kaxws Tacye) NBLZY4SA Sod cum Orig 
Chre!, This is against the versions as well as the’remaining 
Greeks. Sodenrefuses eyez. Cf Marc ix. 17 eyovta rva adaxdov. 
20. orvyoricTiay...petaBa...evOev...for amictiay...peTaBni... 
evtevfev may be considered, as the variations are so numerous. 
See the evidence. 

XVili. 7. avayen yap (—eotw) BUN ZONA Sod’ 1 33 al. pauc. This 
seers to be an ‘‘improvement”’ (cf Hebr ix. 16 23 etc) and is 
not witnessed to by N reli nor the Latins. In the Gospels we 
can only compare with Luke xiv. 18 eyo avayxny, and xxi. 23 
eaTat yap avayxy, Where all are agreed (+Luke xxii. 17 
avayxny de evyev). Bl are opposed here in Matt. by Origen. 

8. Here is another question of ‘‘pairs.” ‘If thy hand or thy 
foot offend thee cut them off.” This plural offends our super- 
sensitive Alexandrian ear, so avroy is substituted for avta by 
NBDL 1 fam 13 157 243 245 Sod?* with latt sah [contra boh| 


syr arm aeth Lucif Hil, and avrnv U 28. I prefer the harder ~ 


and less smooth reading avta with EFGHKMSVWXTAIS® 
min pl and boh. Observe X deserts the Latins here and W is 
against NBDL. W-H and Sod follow Alexandria. (Syr cw sin 
exkowov (—autov) kat Bare avtov ato cov.) Cf Mare ix. 
43/45/47 where yep, vous, and of@ados are treated separately. 

Note NB are running with the Latin in this verse. We have the 
Latin order xcvddov y yworov by NB 157 f8* against D and all the rest 
and sah boh syr arm aeth Orig for y@Xov n kvAXov. Also avtov for avta. 

xviii. 14. & (pro els) NBDLM™eN>P 32 157 892 al® e* vg™* 

As regards the two Latins, wus being occasionally abbreviated 
might have led to wnwm. As regards these few Greeks it is plainly 
an accommodation to and antithesis of ai7o in verse 13 of the lost sheep, 
and a reference to the earlier verses 4/6. There would be no reason to 
change éy to eis, but some reason to change eis to & Hence I charge 
another ‘‘nicety”’ to NB. This time Origen opposes them with fifteen 
or sixteen uncials and all the other Latins. 

xviii. 25. Another question of “ pairs.” .. eerie: Kal THY YUVaLKa Kat 
ta texva So NB 1 [non fam] 258 604 Soda *t only, against 
mpaQ. Kal THY yuvatKa avTou Kat Ta Texva Of all the rest, and 
of John Damascene; the syr and coptic versions add the 
possessive to both yuvaixa and Texva, so it surely belongs in one 
place. The Latins (except h 72) are with the mass of Greeks for 
“et uxorem ejus et filios ; only vg® adds ejus after filios in line 
with its syriac stem, and h 7. transfer from wzxorem to filios. 


Matt. 
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xvii. 81. ovv (pro de) Only NBD 21 33 de W-H, non Sod. 


All others including boh sah latt have de, except aeth (kas as usual) 
and r, arm which omit. 

The exigencies of the situation are well illustrated by Horner, who 
translates the boh nae by: ‘‘So his fellow servants...” Burkitt syr: 
“‘ Now when his fellow servants.” 

xx. 21. Yet another question of ‘‘pairs.” From eis ex defwv cov 


XX1. 


B4. 


Kat els €€ evwvvpwov cov NB Dam wish to drop the first 
cov, against all others, including coptic and the versions. 
Soden cannot produce another ms. A reference to the parallel 
at Mark x. 837 shows cov occupying there the foremost place: 
eis cou ex deEl@y Kas els cov e& evvupwy (vel apictepwv). There 
BDWAS (but not 8) with 1 2?° Sod*” b ¢ d ffs 912% k ¢ omit the 
second cov. (D and some Latins omit the second cov in Matt.) 

oppatov for opfarwov B with DLZ fam 13 892 only and 
Orig 1/2 against S and the rest. oyua is much more classical 
than of@adpos in the connection in which the word is used 
here ; it occurs but once in N.T. at Mark viii. 23. (B varies 
the order alone here, placing the possessive first with coptic. 
Orig does this once but with of@arpor, and his other quotation 
places avtav after oupatov.) Sod oppatev txt without new Mss. 


.. Yet another question of ‘‘ pairs”: 


emt ovov Kat ems Toroy NBN 1 [non fam] 124 [non fam] 
2° (Sod) 604 Sod’ syr sah aeth ; but om. emre sec. with CDW 
and the mass, all latins boh dis. arm and Orig”* Cyr as LXX. 

This seems to be a clear ‘‘improvement”’ (against Origen). 
We may be told that as the quotation of the mass agrees with 
the LXX it is the mass which elided the second em. The 
reply to this insinuation is contained in my other examples of 
“pairs.” I will say no more except that Sod follows Hort. 

Note. The LXX quotation (Zach. ix. 9) is ere uvrofuyiov Kav 
monrov veov. Origen cites five recensions [see quotation in 
Tisch| where Aquila has emt ovov Kat tTwdov viov ovadwr, 
Symmachus : emt ovov Kav twrov viov ovados, Theodot : ee ovoy 
Kat TwAov viov ovov. In no case does a second evr intrude. 
In the face of this Westcott and Hort have the temerity (there 
is no other word for it) to print the LXX quotation in capitals 
following B: EMI ONON 

KAI EM MWAON YION YNOZYFIOY 


. The very next verse shows ovverafev (for mpocetaéev) borrowed 


from Matt. xxvi. 19, xxvii. 10 by BCD 33 604 Sod 
Evst 48 against SW and all others and Orig’ Husbis, yet 
actually incorporated by W-H into their text without marginal 
alternative. The Latins differentiate with praecepit in xxi. 6, 
but constitwit in xxvi. 19, xxvii. 10, yet the Revisers follow 
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Matt, 


pe eeei hs 
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Hort in both xxi. 5 and xxi. 6, and Souter gives us no foot- 
note evidence. Note that d has praeceperat in xxi. 6 over ~ 
against ovverafev. The parallels in Mark and Luke express 
the matter differently, so that BCD are merely harmonizing 
Matthew’s language later, forgetting wpocerafev formerly at — 
1. 24 and vill. 4. (cvvtaccw occurs only in the N.T. at 
Matt. xxvi. 19, xxvil. 10.) Sod refuses cvvera&ev here in Matt. 

But Hort says (vol. i. p. 556) ...‘‘render it morally certain 
that the ancestries of B and N diverged from a point near the 
autographs and never came into contact. subsequently.”’ 

Well then, either B or N is right here. The whole matter 
is thus confined to St. Matthew's Gospel. For B we have 
six witnesses, C and D% Evan 33 604 Sod®” and Hust 48, all 
witnesses in such a case of rather peculiar character. For 
N we have about 2000 witnesses of every possible shade of 
transmission, including W 892, plus the Latins—en bloc— 
distinctly, plus Origen three times and Eusebius twice. Yet 
Hort’s and the Reyvisers’ intuition tells them that Origen and 
Eusebius are wrong to back N, and that B and six witnesses 
kept pure from the common herd ‘‘at a point near the 
autographs.” This is criticism gone mad. If N and B 
divided at a point ‘‘near the autographs and never came into 
contact subsequently” then it is NS here which holds the 
balance of power by an overwhelming majority. There is 
practical agreement that St. Matthew used mpocetafev twice 
previous to the passage in xxl. 6, and cuvera€ev twice sub- 
sequently. The central and fifth passage is the one in dispute. 
By all canons of Law and Logic we declare that ® Origen 
and Husebius here give the lie direct to BCD® Hvan 33 604 
and Sod Hust 48, Hort and the Revisers. 

Tpwt (pro tpwias) N*BD x* only (cf copt) W-H [non Sod] 

This appears certainly a preference. If ‘‘ Antioch ” changed 
mpwt to mpwias here why did they not do it elsewhere ? 

mpwcas is left alone at Matt. xxvii. 1 because it is mpavas Se 
yevowevns, and de yevouevns is probably conveyed by ellipse 
here at xxi. 18. But NBD wish to be more precise, preferring 
to emphasise another ‘“‘nicety” of scholarship, and write 
moot. Consult St. Mark, wpa: everywhere. Ilpwuws is 
Matthaean and Johannine. 


. Almost another question of “‘ pairs.” to Barticpa To lwav(v)ou 


NBCZ 22 33 372 Sod" [non 157] Evst 48 Orig against ro 
Barticwa Iwavvov D rell omn Cyr. In Mark (xi. 30) 
NABCDLA Sod°” 33 favour the second ro, in Luke (xx. 4) 
NDLNR favour it. (Sod quotes + but N only extant.) In 
Luke then B omits with the mass. ‘ 
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Matt. P 
xxl. 46. Another probable ‘‘nicety”’ of Orig. ewes (pro erevdn) Nem) B 


Dem) Li fam 1 22.33 892 Orig”s Sod**" et txt. All the rest have 
evelon (except ote Sod™™™*), Now erevdn is apparently not 
Matthaean except here. Cf Matt. xviii. 32, xxvii. 6, where ezrev 
is used. I do not care to emphasise this place for several 
reasons, and I may be told that D strengthens the combination. 
Yet observe two things, first that D is not wholly with it, 
because D says em ws while NBL 1 22 Orig'8?/* gay emes evs 
against the mass, and secondly because both coptics have 9,we 
thus contradicting NBL here. Tvsch refers to xxi. 26 and 
xiv. 5 where ws remains unchanged. Further note that B 604 
ALONE at xiv. 5 substitute ewe: for ots there, almost clearly 
accommodating to xxl. 46. This shows that B fully meant 
exreu in the latter perhaps, but it also reveals consideration 
of the parallels. sch adds ‘‘ Contra vero et. in Or duobus 
locis (de sex) codex praebet ws pro es.” 

xxi. 10. This is a most important place. NB*L 892 Sod'*°' Cyr ana 
W-H (against Origen) and Soden text are for forcing St. 
Matthew to use vuuder here instead of yayos, which latter*is 
used by DW and all other Greeks, Soden naming but one new 
witness against it. Observe carefully that none of the critical 
cursive codices join here except 892. It is certainly a false 
reading, but how did it occur ? 

First of all let us enquire where vuwdav is used in the N.T., and we 
find it in Matt. ix. 15, Mark ii. 19, and Lwke v. 34, and.in every one of 
these three cases it is used in alliterative antithesis to vuwduos. 

“tum OuvaTat ov los TOU VU“pwvos TevOew eh oOTOV eT AUTWY eoTW 0 
vuppos.” Matt. 

“un OuvvavTat ol viol TOV VU"pawVOS EV WO VUMLPLOS MET AUTWY ETT 
vnoteverv.”’ Mark. 

“un dvvacbe Tous viovs TOV VULPwWVOS EV WO VUMPLOS MET AUTMV EOTW 
(wrownoat) vnotreverv.”” Luke... 

It is used nowhere else and never in the nominative. It is a rare 
word anyhow; classically it is used by Pausanias, of the temple of 
Bacchus, Ceres and Proserpine. 

‘Again I ask how did the three Greeks NBL work this into their text, or 
rather I should say, to be quite fair, how did they find it in their texts ? 

The Latin texts give no assistance, for in accord with the language 
they all turn xac erdncOn o yamos into the plural (even d opposite D*") et 
repletae sunt nuptiae. The Latin then is hardly involved. But upon 
consulting the Syriacs we find they say, not ‘‘ wedding-feast,” but “ locus 
convivii,”’ and this is also found in sah (and aeth) very definitely: ‘‘ the 
place of marriage,” NOMsed TugeAceT, against boh NXE, OT 
exactly the same word as used in xxii. 2, 3 for yapous. 


I maintain then that this is one of the choicest places we can find 
F 
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to investigate the matter of the influence of the versions on NBL and to 
ascertain which versions. Here we can exclude Latin and Bohairic, and 
we are left with syr and sah. It is quite certain that sah or syr is 
responsible for this direct influence on NBL. It is beyond dispute 
that o yapuos and not o vuzdwy is the proper reading here. D is a clear 
witness here for yamos, with all other Greeks and Origen twice and Chrys. 
I think it is criticism gone absolutely wild and mad to accept vupdov 
here, and it is unpardonable of Hort to put vuydev in his text without 
any alternative in the margin and equally wrong of Soden. ‘The 
Revisers, to their credit be it said, eject it, but Souter will not give his 
reasons (as he should) in a footnote. If Hort could have seen (as we can 
now see) the original page of Codex B he would have observed that the 
B’, who went over the whole text, carefully refrained from inking over 
O NYM®WN (o PaMOC stands in the margin by his hand or that of another 
corrector). The Revisers by the restoration of yauos now admit that 
Hort was wrong. If vuydov then be not basic and ‘‘ neutral,” my point is’ 
absolutely proved that the versions produced it and influenced NBL. If 
vundov be not ‘the true text,” then I have won my point all along the 
line, and the other matters treated of here fall into the regular category of 
‘‘Improvements,”’ for the same influences bear directly on these matters. 

I hope in future, when we observe in other places that not a single 
sympathising cursive stands with 8 or B or L or NBL, that we shall 
make it a canon of criticism to exclude their mal-editing of the text. 

[ Note, as to absence of minuscule support here, a place like xxii. 25, 
where yypuas (for yaunoas) by NBL is supported by =® fam 1 (including 
299) 6 22 33 60 75 91 124 [non fam] 157 604 892 Hust 48 Sod Origen, — 
and is quite on another footing. I mention it here, as I ‘have not ~ 
listed it elsewhere, and the support is of the regular flock of minuscule 
birds. 

As regards the intimacy of sah and syr (without NB) observe xxii. 18 _ 
evrev + avtos Z?"” 33 892 sah syr cu sin and some pesh and e and aeth. 

Note that in xxii. 11 12 evduwa yapov is again rendered by sah ‘‘ the 
clothing of the place of marriage,” while syr omits this ‘locus,’ nor do 
NBL repeat anything but evduua yayou in both places. Possibly then at 
xxil. 10 the matter narrows down to syr influence on NBL. 

When Cyr on the side of NBL opposes Origen it is always suspicious 
of Alexandrian accommodation. See other places. Besides which, Cyr 
and Origen are often on both sides of a question in different parts of their 
writings. | 
i Matt. ¢ 
\. xxl. 16. Aeyovtas (pro Aeyovtes) NBLT" 27 66 against all the rest 
and Dam. This is quite a clear case in order to refer to 

\ aToaTedNovew Tovs walytas... It would have been impossible 

x for ‘‘ Antioch” to revise here. Xeyorras is clearly the more 

natural, and Xeyovres (eschewed by NBL) the more difficult. 


\ 


att. 


XXHi. 9. 
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Notice the lone and lorn company of the cursives 27 66 
added here. The passage is cas amooteANovow avtw Tous 
pabntas avtov peta Tov Hpmdvavey Neyovtas* SidacKane K.T.d. 
Soden misquotes 604. 

0 TaTnp o ovpavios [| pro o TaTnp o ev (Tots) ovpavors|_ NBL fam 
13 [non 346] 33 238 892 Bas 1/2 Cyr 1/2, against the rest and 
latt copt Clem Eus Nyss Bas 1/2 Cyr 1/2 Dam. This is more 
important than it seems at first sight, for it appears to be a 
“nicety”’ of NBL to conform to supposed Matthaean usage. 
Bas 1/2 and Cyr 1/2 are suspicious marks. Turn to Sir John 
Hawkins’ ‘Horae Synopticae,’ p. 32, and there will be found the 
remark that ovpavios is Matthaean (being only used elsewhere 
once in Luke 11. 13+ and once in Acts xxvi. 19). He lists the 
Matthaean passages as v. 48, vi. 14 26 382, xv. 18, xviii. 35, 
xxi. 9. This from Westcott and Hort’s text. Now as to 
the passages intervening between the first and the last, the 
remark is correct, but at v.48 as here at xxiii. 9 the authorities 
are divided. Clem is on both sides at v. 48, and a considerable 
number witness there for ovpavios, but here at xxiii. 9 it is 
different, and Clem Orig Eus the Latins and Coptics besides 


. all other Greeks witness against NBL and three cursives. 


Xx Vs Abe: 


It is probably therefore a wish to conform to Matthaean 
diction here. At this rate all individuality will be 
lost to our synoptists and the problem thrown into con- 
fusion. See under xxi. 18 and elsewhere for the same kind of 
thing. [Soden has 0 ovpavos in text but only cites °°” new. |- 
wpvéev ynv SB (tnv ynv C* 604) L 33 ff, vg** arm boh aeth 
(om ff2 ynv) against wpvgéev ev ty yn by all the rest, including D 
latt sah syr Orig™. I charge this (observe against sah syr 
lat®') to be a deliberate improvement, greedily seized by West- 
cott ¢ Hort and Sod (for they have no marginal alternative), 
but an improvement nevertheless. Why should ‘ Antioch” 
and even 892 have. revised to ev tn yn, when wpv£ev nearly 
always takes the accusative? This is a deliberate Alexandrian 
nicety of grammar. The word occurred at Matt xxi. 33 “ «at 
wpvéev ev avtw dnvov,’ and occurs once more only at Mark 
xi. 1 ‘‘xae wpv&ev vrrodnviov,”’ where there was no room for 
improvement, although even at Matt. xxi. 33 NS saw fit to 
remove ev before avrw. I do not charge this as a harmonistic 
improvement at all, for in the parallel in Luke xix. 20 the 
servant hides the talent in a napkin, nor did ‘‘ Antioch” get 


t+ ovpamov is here used, but B*D*d recognizing that ovpavws is not Lucan change to 
vpavov. No others change. 
t Which has befogged the synoptic problem. 


HD 
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Matt. 
ev tr yn from Matt. xxv. 25 expua To TaXavToy cov ev Tn Yyn.T 


It is simply a grammatical improvement. The company kept 
is merely of a sympathetic order which our other studies lead 
us to expect here. ¢ 
xxv. 27. ede. ce ov (pro ede ovv ge) NBCL 83 604 892 y** Sod”, against 
all else and against Coptics and Latins, savours of improvement. 
xxvii. 5. pupas Ta apyupia evs Tov vaov (proey tw vaw) NBLI 33 
fam 69 99 157 273 604 Sod and versions, but not latin 
nord. Orig and Hus are on the side of NBL for this mprove- 
ment with Sod. Cf B alone at Matt. x. 16 dou eyw atocTedho 
veas ws TpoBaTa evs wecov AvK@Y, Instead of ev weTw AUKOY. 

42. mustev. ew avtov NBL 33 42 46 238 243 273 892 
Sod Hust 60 rz (sol inter latt cum Aug) (syr) Cyrs™*! (ees 
avtov & min‘, avtov sah boh, avrw AD min aliq Hus Ps-Ath et 
latt ei, sed er avtw WW unc" min?!) 

44, cuvotavpobertes cvv auto NB 892 


otavpwbertes crv avTw DL latt verss 
cuvotaup@bevtes pet avtov ©! 157 
ad auT@ AW unc? rell omn vid 


I should hesitate to class this as an improvement, but for four 
things, first because ©' by improvising pet avtov shows that there was no 
ovy in his copy or he would no doubt have used it, secondly the absence 
of any minuscules to support NB, but 892, thirdly the simpler reading of 
DL, and fourthly the general bad record of NB in such matters. Someone 
has revised here. I would be willing to accept the reading of NB if need 
be, but we should require a good number of cursives to tell us it was 
right, whereas neither 1 nor 13 (28 wanting) nor 2° nor 604 come into 
play at all, while 157 sides with 0'. 

xxvil. 64, —avrov Only NB am pers, but no cursives, and Tisch W-H 
tat [non R-V Sod] Soden can find no cursives to support. 
xxvii. 8. amedovoas ( pro e€eNMovaar) NBCL fam13 83 Sod" ™:* Sod™ ete. 

No others do it. Neither W nor 892 nor the coptics. 

Burgon points out (‘Last twelve verses of St. Mark,’ p. 84) that 
this group NBCL 13 33 e has ignorantly effected revision here, forgetting 
that the women were inside the grave (Mark xvi. 5 xau evceNOoveat ets TO 
pnpevoy ... XVI. 8B Kaw e&eAovcat eduyov ato Tov pynwetov; Luke xxiv. 3 
evteNOovoat Se ovy evpoy TO capa... 9 Kat vTocTpeWacat ato TOU mynpLElov) 
and therefore that this is a purely gratuitous emendation by NBOL in 
Matt. because in St. Matthew’s account the entrance into the grave is 
not specified. I agree with him. 


This should, perhaps, come under the head of ‘‘ Exchange of 
Prepositions.” 


t In verse 18 “he dug (‘a hole’ understood) in the ground.” In yerse 25 “I hid 
thy talent in the ground” is different. 
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Lastly we will adduce some of the passages where 


Matt. 


Vi. 


xii.F 36. 


Xill. 


XIV. 


XY. 


XVI. 


XVii. 


B and Origen are in conflict : 


7. vioxpitat » BA(= Sod>*) syr cu only 


43. 


22. 


22. 


20. 


22. 


eOviKot the rest and Orig 


B or NB and Origen in conflict. 


Most serious opposition as to the Greek fundamental text : 
0 éav NaAnr@ow Orig Li and most, against NBD (NB 6 (—«eav) 
Aarnoovow ; D 6 (—eav) ANadovow), where NB take the side of 
Coptic and partially of Latin, but Latins (except d) have quod 
and the subjunctive. What are ff and k doing with ‘ quod 
locuti fuerint” if NBD be right (and these do not agree 
among themselves) ? Has Origen gone crazy here too? Why 
should we think Origen wrong here now with the mass of 
Greeks including all the cursives usually otherwise sympathetic 
to the NB recension as against these Mss ? 

SB unc! rell = exrayrpovow, but D (d lucebunt) 124 238 Cyr 
ORIGEN and (Justin) have Napwyouvcosy (Justin orav ot pev 
Sixator Aawwow for tote ov dix. daprpovowv). Hence if we 
want Origen’s text with D, it is the uncompounded word (for 
which also syrf copt and latt rell “‘ falgebant ” may also stand) 
which we need. Nota whisper in Westcott and Hort’s text or 
margin of Dd Justin Cyr Origt*! (To these add Sod*"™" fam ¢*.) 
Twice in this verse B opposes Origen, once specifically. B 
adds (with the versions) avtouv after tous uwabntas against Orig 
diserte, and writes wAovv for to wAovov against Origen and 
the mass. 


. +xav 1 22 33 al. Origen but wovov NB and the other Greeks. 
Servs 1 [non fam] and Orig (cf a sevissime). 
KAKWS NB unc omn rell mann. 
emeTiunoey B*D syr cu d e against the rest and Origier, 


6 


dueotevxXato and Orig diserte 
TLVA TOY avtiypapwv TO TOTE SL“EgTELAATO. » «-LOTEOV be OoTl TLVA TMV 
avTiyp. Tov KaTa waTO. exer TO eTeTYLnoeV”’ since he himself uses 
dueotevNaro four times. Hort sees a necessity to put eretinoev 
in his text. 
cvoTtpepouevoy Se avtav NB1[non fam]892 W-H tat, Sod mg 
; latt pl conversantibus. 
avactpehopevor de avtwv CD rell omn et boh et re...ffi ce. 
The ‘‘neutral”’ text is found in Origen otpedopevav Se avtwv 
(cf sah syr). , 


O fev OVV pat. TTETIOLNKE KATA 


+ Syr cw sin vary; cw “gleam,” sin “shine,” almost imperceptible difference in 
' writing the syriac words. 
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Matt. 
(xviii. 10. I forbear to say anything about Orig and Hus + tev ev Ty 


exkdnota after opate un KaTadpovnonrte EVOS TOV [LLKPWV TOUT@V) — 
xx. 16. (See under “‘ Coptic.”’) 
xxi. 5. See under “ Improvement.” 
6. Seeunder “Improvement” cvverafev BCD 33604 Eyst 48 Sod? 
mpocetakev N rell omn Orig*® Huss 


19. ov pnxete BLM against 
MNKeTe S rell and Orig” 
Xxll. 4. nTowwaka NBCDL=aAN 1 22 388 892* Sod! 
NToLMaca rell et Orig Cyr Dam 
10. o vungovt NBL 892 Sod'®” only (no other mun), 
0 yapLos rell omn et Origen bis 
Xxll. 87. emesuvakar Orig Eus (emicvvayew &, ericvvayayew B rell) 


xxv. 41. ov xatnpayevoe Orig* Hipp Const Hus Caes Bas (xatnpapevot 
NBL" 33 Sod**° boh Cyr 1/2 soli) 
XXV1. 28. Ts Kawvns dvaOnens Orig and most (ts dvaOnxns NBLZ 33 Sod®”” 
bohuns Cyr (Cypr) ) 
89. Of our Lord’s prayer: tratep tantum  Orig***'*s *18 (et Celsus) et 
Justin Iren*™ Husses Ath Ps-Ath Cypr Did Cyr Bas a 
5 p vgg® et dim Orig? is, with LAX fam 1 892 al, witness 
against 7atep wou of NB and tbe rest. 

In Westcott and Hort’s margin there is not.a sign of any 
alternative to vatep yov, and yet surely Celsus’ and the 
Valentinians’ ‘‘ w watep’”’ deserves a hearing! 

53. wAe@ only NBD (latt) against Origen wdecous with all the rest ; 

Soden quotes Orig for mAeEw. 
dwdexa (—) NBDL 604 6 d against Origen n dwdexa with all 

the rest. 

Above we have certainly two really “ neutral” readings of 
Origen, as against NB, xiii. 43 Nauyouew and xxvi. 39 watep. 


Hort, vol i. p. 557: “ On the other hand every combination of % with 
another primary Ms presents for the most part readings which cannot be 
finally approved...’ But thereagainst note: 


Origen and S& against B. 


Matt. 
vil. 7. e@vixoe N omn et Orig (contra BA syr cu vroxpita) 


21. xan xapdia = N_omn et Orig (contra B m aeth boh*™™ — xa) 
vil. 14 init. ore (— be) X*X m boh Orig Naass etc (o7t Se B sah 4/6) 

x. 37. Habent_«ai o ‘pitov.. .wou afios §=N plur Orig Orig Hus 
r Cypr 2/3 (contra BD 17 243 alS°¢ d Cypr 1/3 om) 

xi. 15. Habent axovew S plur Docet Just Orig Orig'®* (contra om BD 
32 174 604 d k syr sin) 


+ Cf article under “ Improvement” and sah syr. 
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x1. 21. Habent xcaOnwevo. NCU 383 al. Orig Orig (contra om B 
plur sah boh syr lat) 
xu. 49. yerpav X(D) latt pl Orig Evang®™ (+ avtov B plur) 
xi. 4. kat nAOev Ta TeTewa Kat KaTepayer ND plur Orig (Kat 
eMovta Ta TeTewa katep. B fam 13 Sod? 4 e¢ tat) 
xv. 32. nuepas tps SN min Orig? (tpevs nwepas B al.) 
Xvi. 4. tTpews sxnvas WN plur Orig?® (cxnvas tpews B e) 


xvl. 1. ernpwtwv N min alig boh Orig (ernpwrncav BCD al.) 
14. ardor be S plur copt lat syr Orig (ov de B Hus) 
20. duectesrXato §~=—s &_ plur sah boh Orig™** (eretiunoev BD) 
XVI. 9, avacTn N plur Orig (eyep9n BD Sod'**) 
10. —avtov NLW2Z Sod” al. Orig (Habent B plur) 


25. ato Tivev N plur Orig Cyr 2/4 (amo twos B Sod*4 Cyr 2/4), 
xviii. 7. Habent eotw S plur Orig (om BLE® al.) 
16. dvo n Tptwv waptupov Nal. Orig (6vo papt. n Tpvwv B al.) 
xx. 17. Tous dwdexa tantum NDZ ete Origs (contra B et relly 
xxl. 6. mpocetafev W® plur Orig (cvvera€&ev BCD 33 604 Hust 48. 
Sod'**) 
8. (sec loco) ectpwrav = ND* ¢ e ff, ¢ boh Orig (ectpwrvvov B rell), 
19. yevorto (for yevntar) NS Sod? Origt®™ 

Etc etc, and often 892 is on the side of N in the above list. 

Further note that 8B when they are in sympathy with the Zvuny®™ 
do not keep on the same side. At xii. 48 B is with this Gospel. At, 
xii. 49 itisN. 

But see as to ® in detail Part II. where the main differences poe 
N and B are recorded with the supporting authorities. 


CHAPTER III. 


B in St. Marx’s GOSPEL. 


‘ 


“Uberblickt man in Grossen die Ergebnisse fiir Markus, so sind sie der Annahme, 
dass in ihm die alteste Aufzeichnung vorliegt, nicht giinstig. Er ist dem Judentum 
entfremdet...Ausserdem ist Markus vielfach tibermalt...’”-—Merx : Die vier kanonischen 
Evangelien, etc. 11. Theil, 1. Hialfte, p. 173. 


‘** And what means are there to decide such questions? As long as scholars dream 
of one definite primitive Gospel, in open contradiction to Luke’s proem, they will both 
raise and answer them; but as soon as that unwarranted supposition is removed we get 
rid of a host of inextricable questions.’’—Blass: Philology of the Gospels, pp. 178/179. 


I would like to preface what I have to say as to St. Mark’s Gospel 
by the remark that all I have written should be included between two very 
large square brackets; for the problems offered in this Gospel are utterly 
different from those which exist in the other three. It is true that the 
same features as to NBCL exist to some extent in St. Mark as elsewhere, 
but they must be considered from a different point of view. One new 
feature is the constant addition of A in St. Mark to the NBL group. A 
in St. Mark is purely NBL; I cannot say ‘‘ Egyptian ”’ exactly, although 
there is Coptic sympathy with this group, because W comes in here to 
‘show us an absolutely different Greek recension existing in Egypt side 
by side with that of NB. Although DW are close, W e are twin brethren 
from Mark i—iv. fin and it seems that I was perfectly right to speak 
of two or three Greek recensions in St. Mark. 

Consider this: iv. 1. 


NBCL: 
kabncbar ev Tn Oadacon Kat Tas o oydos Tpos THv Oaraccay eT 


TS YNS noav 
ew 
xabnatat Tepay THs Padacons Kai Tas 0 oyAos Tepay THS GOaracons nV 
d circa mare adlq_ circa mare 
W: 
Kabnobar Tapa TOV ALYLANOY Kal TAS 0 OYNOS EV TW ALYLAaXW HY 
be ad litus beef ff m 1m litore 
¢ fhe proxime litus Orig'™* gecus mare in terris 
vg circa mare super terram 
As to nv (pro near) orate is read by a b 921 q vg Orig, erant by d, 
stabat is found in f ff. g1, while ¢ (r) reads staret, and it is left to e to write 
sedebat. As W does not conform to this last, we must suppose that W 
was not deliberately following our e, but something much older, and 
note b has erat and d has erant. 
How is it that neither 2?* nor 604 have any relation to W and the 
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Latins here? All the Old Latin and Coptic elide exe tys yns or include 
it in the expression in litore. It is left for W alone to graecize this. 

Right after this, the common base of W 0 ce apart from the rest 
and apart from D d omit in iv. 5 d:a To wy exew Babos yns. 

That the Greek of W is an independent translation is seen at iv. 20, 
for W alone writes to ev (ter) for ev.f And at iv. 21 xaverau for epyerar, 
where D has amtetat, which can be read in two ways. Otherwise we 
might think that e obtained damus from the dwpev of W (iv. 30, others 
Owopev or tapaBadwpev), or that b e got crescit from av&e of W (iv. 32, 
others avaBawe.), instead of W obtaining this Greek via the Latin. 

An interesting point is the doubling of pwella by e inv. 41, but W 
with the rest to xopacvov, so that e obtained this /ater than the time of 
W, and Aphraates’ remarks on this subject appear to be the merest 
tradition. This is helpful as to dates. 

W! (which breaks in at vii. 33) seems further to be another 
independent translation. 


MARE. 


In Mark we must be exceedingly careful and avail ourselves of every 
scrap of new evidence. I will therefore recapitulate the position as to 
several important witnesses. 

k only begins at viii. 8, but ¢ is available for i. 20—vi. 9 (again only 
at xil. 37-xiii. 3, xiii. 24-27, 33-36) and 7; fills in the gap between e and 
k from vi. 13—viil. 8. 

> gives us all Mark to xvi. 14 middle; ® i. 1-xiv. 62; W only 
from ix. 6 (shortly after k begins) to end. Paris*’ and 604 and 2?° give 
us all St. Mark. Syr sin begins at i. 12/13 and gives all St. Mark 
to xvi. 8 except i. 44-11. 21, iv- 18-41 and v. 26-vi. 5. Nothing of Syr cu 
survives except xvi. 17-20, which is interesting as giving part of the 
portion at the end after xvi. 8. Finally we have the inestimable new 
witness W, which gives us all St. Mark (except xv. 12-88) including 
xvi. 9-20 with a long addition therein. 

We have also Horner’s completed labours on sah and boh. 

The Palestinian syriac replaces syr cu sin at i. 1-12 and in the 
i™ and v‘* chapters, but not in the iv‘. 

The cursives Laura“! and Paris®’ I continue to quote thus as 
Gregory’s and Scrivener’s numbers differ. I have also used by number 
892 collated by Rendel Harris in 1890, as this number is the same in 


t+ Consider also omoray W alone at iv, 31 for os oray (oray N*) or o ort av D. Note 
the absolute independence of W at iii. 3 ex rov pecov for evs ro pecov (A bd e f ff, gq Sin 
medium) or ev peow Det Paris” (c 1 vgKZ in medio). Also evdov Wl at ii. 12 (for evdopev) 
= viderunt of ¢ (b) (vidisse se a q) while e has vidimus. So that here b c W are either 
basic or the reverse. Which? N seeks to improveby substituting alone epavy ev tw topanr. 
t =Sod'", Apparently not used by Souter, but it seems even closer to NB than Paris”, 
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Gregory and Scrivener-Miller, and it has much affinity with NB and is 
useful before chapter ix where VY begins. 


Example of Editing by B. 

et 33. —Kat tpocevyecbe BD 122 acd kvg'* W-H soli contra mundum. 

I wish to point out that / does not strengthen here because we 
catch & (alone among Latins) going with B two verses further on (xiii. 35) — 
in a question of “pairs.” Besides, why are N and L absent; why do 
604 892 and Paris’ withhold their support? And where are the Coptic 
and the Syriac versions, which scholars tell me merely share the base 
of B? Not even 2?° joins BD here. And W abstains with 28 and 157, 
fam1and fam 13. [Von Soden adds no fresh Greeks, not even 6 30 or 050. | 


Solecisms of B. 


i. 18. nxoXovOovy (pro nxoXov@ncav) B* (See under Historic present) 

26. To axabaprov (—To mvevua) B®. Observe er to mvevpa (—To 

axa@aptov) while W omits the whole. 

36, —ol Bes 

40. Kxupte ore B*' (sah boh ott Kupte, sed al. vel om Kupre 

vel ote vel ambas lectt) 
ibid. duvn (pro duvaca) BY. Why not dvva? | See ix. 22, 23.] 

45, —nv B*! (—nv cae b e soli inter verss) 

These three points occurring thus 
together after an interval of two 
chapters are absolutely indicative of 
editing. The central one shows 
boh influence and the sympathy of 
two Latins. 

iv. 5. cat omov B (a?) The others have o7ov, or xav ott DW 
~ vt?’ It looks like a kind of ‘‘ conflate’’ here in this ‘ neutral” 
text. Hort prints [xa] omov, quite disguising the real 
situation. 

“abid, BaBos ths yns (pro Babos yns) B* cum Sod [ut BS in Matt. 
xii. 5]. D® alone agrees to insert an article PaOos rnv ynv. NS 
and all the rest against them. [|W and its faithful allies b ¢ e 
omit the clause.] The addition of the article alone by BD 

looks like translation from Latin. 


il. 84 wt. —Kae BY 
35. —yap B boh b e 
ibid. ta Oeknuata Be 


11. e&wGev (pro e&w) BSA (contra rell et Orig’) 
15. o« orav (pro Kat orav) B* (cf pers) 

16. otayv (pro ot orav) fs sop 

20. —ev sec et tert B*! et 4 (cf syr) 

22 fin. pavepwOn B! (cf syr sah pers aeth) 

28. mAnpes weltos B (DW mons o cectos) 


32. KaTacKnvow B 
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Mark 
v. 36. +7ov (ante Nadoupevor) ‘ Tov Noyov Tov NaXoupEVo?P By! 
38 fin. Toddas (pro oda) B®! (qroAXovs Sod°*’) 
vi. 17. —tnv yvvatca B* tat sol cum Sod'* 
03. eyvwcay BD fam 1 
39. ev (pro emt) Be 
54 init. Kae e€eMovtwv (— avtwr) ie 


vil. 4. azrep ekaBov (pro a tapedaBov)  B Paris®’ Sod'*# 
14. reyes (pro ereyev) B 59 sold (see under “‘ Historic present’) 
15. To Kowovv avtov ( pro o duvatat avtoy Koivacait) B (cf Aug) 
ibid fin. —tov (ante av@pwrov) Bvt (against sah; this is to be 
noted because boh acts peculiarly in verse 15, and it is with 
boh [non sah] that SBLA omit the verse 16 following). 


24. exevle (pro exebev) B. This isa “nicety”’ before ée. 
37. +s (post weromxev) B. See under ‘“ Coptic.” 
Vili. 2. nwepas tpice B“ cum 892 (Harris, Journ. Bib. Lit. 
1890, vol. ix.) 
12. —vpw ase no others, no versions, not Origen. 


But W omits both Aeyw and vuiy, having only auny. 
32. >0 mwetposavtov Bliasolti W-H Sod (sed.cf sah boh). There 
is no good reason for the change by BL: kat wpocdaBopevos o 
TeTpos avtov np~aTo instead of Kai 7pocd. avTov a TreTpos npEaTo, 
37. +0 (ante avOpwros) Be". See under “‘ Coptic.” 
ix. 1. wde Tay ectnKoT@V B(D*), of ¢ f l vg [contra &, contra 
; Orig | 
21. ews B*! (ews ov Sod*) 

x. 80. Swnv awwriav (pro fwnv atwviov) B'. Here is a purist for 
you. No others seem to change. Clem turns it “‘ fw éorw 
ai@vios,’ Q.D.S. § 25, but Barnard in his note to ‘Clem. of 
Alex. Bibl. Text,’ p. 35 = Gon éotw aiwvos. 

39. duvopePa (pro duvaueba) es 
48. avtow Todd (pro auTw vel avtov Todo) ~=60 B.C Orig avtw 
: ot ToAAoL and sah 


xl. 1. Pnddayn B" (of sah 1/5) 
ibid. To ehatwy (pro Twv EdXatwr) Biel (ep suet.) 
7, 8. eavtwy dist B®! cum 892 (vide infra xii. 44) (Sod%? #279") 
11. —77s wpas Be! cum 3 Sod!" 413 444 (6f aeth syr sin) 
xl. 5. amroxtevyuytes B 892 Hust 150 
8. e€eBarav Be 
17. —avtois BD d [non al. 1] 
36. —ev (ante Tw TvevparTe) Be! cum Sod 273 
ibid. kaOicov (pro Ka8ov) Be 


+ This hardly seems a change “ guiltless of ingenuity or other untimely activity of 
the brain and unaffected by mental influences except of the most limited and unconscious 
kind” (Hort) for in vy. 13/15 B opposes N eight times ! 

} See page 11 as to this Alexandrian preference. 
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xl. 40. cateoOovtes B Cf Lue vu. 33 
Xill. 3. KaOidvav B 
7. axounte B et Sod" 
9. evexa (pro evexer) Beas 
12. eravactncetas B*! cum Sod*™' k (cf BA Matt. x. 21 an loco 
parall.) 
13. evs atTEXos Be 
30. ews oTov Be! (variant plurimum rell, 
vide Part II.) 
32. ayyeros (pro ot ayyedor) B™ (eé.boh tr’ Auger) 


34. eavtou pr et sec (pro avTov) Bel vid (vide supra xi. 7, 8 
xiv. 20 fin. +ev (inter to et TpvBrL0v) Be (C*2?) Sod eee 
under ‘‘ Coptic.” 
24. —avtois Be 
32. — woe B! (avtov pro wée fam 1) 
43. amo Tov apy. (pro Tapa tov apy.) B 


49, 


expatel (pro expaTynaaTe) 


Be" (expaterte V) 


60. ott (pro Te) BWY soli (cf boh) (rot 13) 

63. KuT@vas Be! (wt & alibe) 

69. evrev (pro npEaTto eye) Be, See under “Coptic.” 
xv. 4. —ovdev B Paris” sola vid 


12. 
15, 
35, 


45. 
5. erOovoat (pro evcehPovear) 


XVl. 


Tolow NeyeTe (pro OereTe ToLnTw ov NeyeTE) 


Tovew (pro Touncat) 
ETTNKOTOV 


twon (pro twand) 


B° et W-H [or] 
Be! cwm Laura’! 


BA) (pro rapectatov NDU al. paue, 


mTapecTnKoTa@V cl.) 
BW soli 
B 127 soli 


B and Latin Sympathy. 


It continues to be impossible to divorce B from the Latin and to 
treat its text as ‘‘ neutral.’’ 

Consult Mark xiv. 30 ve arapynon (pro arapynon we) NBDAC (fam 13) 
(ue apynon W) and latt (W-H Sod). All others and V have the common 
order. The point being that B is supported by both the graeco-latins 
DA (L 69* Sod®” and k* alone omit je, evidently seeing in their copies 
the two orders). In this case, by Hort’s canons, L 69 Sod and k would 
represent the ‘‘true” ‘‘neutral” shorter text against B. But this is 
very unlikely, as je is required in this sentence. 

In xiv. 72 the same order occurs in NBCLWAY Old Latins and pepe 
(W-H Sod). 

As bearing on this in the immediate context note Mark xy. 1, where 
BDLW3 Sod? 46 2° 892 Sod" omit eri to before rpex, agreeing exactly 
with the Latin mane. Again here D supports (so W-H tzt, not Sod). 
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In the same neighbourhood, Mark xv. 32 NBDKLAII (W-H Sod) 
omit tov before wopant. Here we have conjunction BDA once more ~ 
with the Latin. W is wanting but 28 157 604 Paris” do not omit. 

Again xv. 30 for xav xata@a of Greek and Syr we find cataBas by 
NBD#AYV Sod and kl n vg copt (W-H Sod). 

Again xy. 27 for ctavpovow of the usual text we find ectavpwcav 
by B 2° agreeing with ¢ d ff, k n not followed by W-H or Sod. 

Incidentally we may ask why BDW and c** Sod'** are found alone 
In conjunction at xv. 44 with dy for mada. Is this small group really 
“neutral” here against all else? If so it is a graeco-latin (jam. . .jam). 
Hort has it in his text, so that it must be ‘‘ neutral’’ as well! 

Referring to k’s omission in xiv. 380, we find another case at xv. 8, 
where there are two very different readings to choose from, avafas 

-(of NBD 892 sah boh goth (a) ¢ d ff, lr 6 vg) and avaBoncas (of the 
great majority of Greeks, of the syriac, of arm and of diatess™”). be fig 
are wanting, but 6 writes ascendisset over avaBoncas. Aeth conflates 
both readings. 

We know then that in k’s time both readings must have been extant 
—as k omits—and B chose (siding with ND on the Latin side). 

It is quite noteworthy that B goes with the Hgyptian versions 
here, besides the Latin, against the syriacs and the diatessaron, and 
against NA fifteen uncials and W and all the cursives including fam 1 
fam 13 28 and 157 485 and 2”° 604. , 

This is a very remarkable place and merits more attention in these 
discussions than it has hitherto received. The new uncial W with >» 
(® wanting) V and the notable cursives Paris*’ and Laura‘! with all 
Soden’s other codices go with the mass of Greeks for ava8oncas against 
NBD 892 latt, while the Latin here is hopelessly opposed to the Syriac 
and to its great friend the diatessaron. Further observe extraordinary 
unanimity here among the Latins (the Latin diatessaron vg? is confused 
here and leaves out Mark xv. 8). Sod follows Hort with avaBas. 

Jebb refers to a similar case in the Old Testament as regards 
aveRnoev and avaBoncoey 2 Kings xxill. 9. 

For further detail, observe the following : 

Mark i. 2. —eyo BD Sod° 2?° latt 

10. ess avtov (pro er avTov) BD fam13a dil and vg in 
ipso, 6 in eo, against all the rest and the sympathising 
cursives. W seems to have changed eic to en at the time 
it was written. Sod follows Hort for es. 

iv. 1. oydos TAEoTOS pro oxAOS ToAVS NBCLA and only these plus 
W 892 W-H Sod. Possibly from an original turba multa multa 
(this redupl. is quite common), but ¢f. Matt xiii. 2 at the parallel 
where vas 0 oxyAos is used. AevoTos is unusual, occurring only 
in the Gospels at Matt. xi. 20 au wAevotar Svvapers avtov and 
Matt. xxi. 8 0 de mAeveTos oxAos. As W joins exceptionally 
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I should think malta multa must have stood in the copies. 
(See note to John vii. 89 in Part II). Nor do I need to be told 
that this is far-fetched, because in the very next words W 
“‘cives away” a purely latin reading known only from be which 
have ad litus for ev Tn @aXacon (primo loco) while W has zrapa 
Tov avyiadov. D has only wepay tns Oadacons and 131 mapa 
tnv Oaraccav. d = circa mare, a circa litns maris, ¢ ff. proxime 
litus, 2°° = ee Tn Oaxacon and g super mare. 

In secundo loco where most have pos thy Gadaccar, but D* 
mepav Tns Oarasons (a d 1 q circa mare), W has ev Tw avyrado 
with bc ef ff, in litore. 

orreipat (pro Tov orepar) S*BW Sod? et W-H [Sod tat] 

Cf seminare it?! et d (om D*®) 


. Tpocexuynoey avtov (pro mp. avtw) BACHLA 892 al. d [contra 


D*"|.6 et latt copt (et W-H Sod) 


. V TAOLW (— TH) B 447 soli inter gr. et vg et f 6 


[contra copt et NW rell ev tw TAow, sed om ev Tw Tovw D it?!| 


. >0 aos ovTOS BD 872 Laura’! datt against all 
others as wellas W and copt. Not followed by W-H Sod tat. 
. +avtos (post ewBas) B*! 372 W-H mg, +avtos ante euBas 
b dir, et D k ipse ascendit 
Conv atwviay Bs! Cf vitam aeternam 
—cov sec. BWDAW3 2° Sod? bc fe isk ars 


exabicev (pro xexafixev) NBCLAYV. No doubt on account 
of sedit all Latins. Only Sod*°*-® Qr° 604 892 Paris*’ and 
Hvst 36 join V in supporting NBCLA. Soden txt refuses it. 
— Ts ante Kapdias 
—Ts 4, Wuyns B@ wid 
—Tns ,, Slavotas 

This is quite striking. D*XY omit the first one only. 
—o (ante trxapiwtns) S*BC*DW 25 fam 13 | non 124] 28 440 
Laura‘! Sod""4 Orig, against sah boh and the rest and refused 
by Sod. 


(But immediately after NBC*LMYW have o eis (for eis) accepted 


21. 


xv ld, 


Ate 


by Sod with boh (m10%a1) against sah ovea and latt : unus) 
—nv (post xarov) BL et W 892 c¢ ffhil q aur vg but 
refused by Sod. Neither V nor Paris*’ omit and none of the 
others, not even 2’*. The e (si) following may have been 
confused for e (est) ‘‘xaXov avtw ei ove eyevynOn”’ but the 
Latins who omit nv say ‘‘ bonum illi si non esset”’ (fuisset q). 
TO tKavov Trovewy (pro To LK. ToLntat) B Laura soli. Refused by 
W-H Sod. Cf lat satisfacere [sed d ff, k 74 om claus cum D*, 
et hiant b e fi q, et a mutilus ab Pilatus autem. ..xv. 15]. 
ectavpwoav (pro atavpovow) B 2° ¢ d ff, k nm (= item kere, 
hiant be fiqr 7s) aur gat vg®’, refused by W-H Sod. 
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Mark ; 
Pee (pre raha sec-locd “BDW> c™ Sod"? -soli vid. This 


corresponds to the jam...jam of the Latins. 
W goes as far as to repeat the re@vynxev in the second place for 
ateOavev of nearly all. D says reOynxes (syr sin omits mada, and 2° 
m 1. omit the clause). ; 
xvi. 2. —7n (ante mwa) BWA1soliet{W-H]. Of latt una vel prima. 
Soden holds rns pias, but his notes are confusing in the 
extreme. 


As to Coptic. 


i. 4. knpycowy (— cat) B 33 73 892 W-H sah boh*®° [non al. | 
34. Ta daimovia Nadew B' vid cum boh (hiat sah). The others 
have Aadew Ta datwovia, but D d latt syr sin aeth: avta Nadew 
in the order of B; but more simply. 
87. Kal evpov auTov Kai Aeyouow NBL 892 soli et W-H cum e 
boh™°S aeth 
This is a very noteworthy place. All the sympathising 
cursives oppose and with the bulk of the uncials and boh?! have 
Kat evpovtes avtov dey., or as D lat syr arm goth sah Kat ore 
evpov avtov rey. Tisch records b ¢ for “nil nisi dicentes.”’ 
To these two Old Latin witnesses add the new W*", and it will 
be seen that NBL 892 ¢ are left completely alone with boh 1° 
and aeth. 

To insist that these boh codices and aeth got it from NBL is to do 
violence to the other passages witnessing to quite the contrary course.t 
A curious and innate sympathy then remains here between these three 
boh codices aeth and NBL e, while W breaks loose from e here, and with 
b ¢ gives us much the shortest text. 

1. 39. ndOev (pro nv) NBL Sod 892 sah boh aeth W-H Sod 
against all else and syr latt arm goth. The “‘ erat praedicans”’ 
is not very pretty in Latin, and yet the Latins heldit. I am 
convinced that 7A@ev is sheer improvement by NBL. Even 
33 and Paris” desert them, and they had upheld them in two 
violent changes in verse 38. Why on earth should ‘ Antioch”’ 
have substituted nv for nA@ev? NSN goes further and after 
nrOev substitutes xnpyoce for knpyccwy with boh. 

i. 1. —Kae (ante nrovobn) NBL 28 33 124 [non fam] 2°° 604 

Paris” W-H Sod. ac sah boh arm. 
2. —evbews NBLW 33 604 Paris” 892 W-H (non Sod) 
b gol rz vg sah boh arm aeth syr® (contra D rell qui saepe 
in ch. 1 evOews on.) 


t For consider aeth at i.84 where aeth goes with syr sin Dd and all Latins; ati. 11 
where it goes with a (f goth); at i. 15 with syr pesh ; at i. 21 where it steers its own 
course; ati. 29 with 5; ati. 388 with syr sin, 
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ll. 4. mpoceveyxas NBL Sod” (83) 63 253 372 892 Hust 48 f l vg 
(offerre contra accedere it) sah boh aeth. This is an important 
place. D with the rest and it syr has mpoceyyioat (a few 
eyywoat) and W zpocedGew. As to 28 2°¢ 604 Paris®” they con- 
tradict flatly NBL copt and have tpoceyyicat. W seems to be 
retranslating accedere of the Old Latin. Sod refuses mpoceveyxat. 

7 init. o7t (pro tt) B Sod p** only. Cf ors te of sah boh with 
the usual introductory xe. Also syr. [But see ix. 11, 28.] 

16. Kat (ot) ypappates Tov hapioatwr (pro Kat ot ypay. Kat ov Pap.) 
read by NBLAW 83 28 124 (against the rest) b copt (not syr) 

The points which particularly appeal to me in such passages are the 

opposition in the fam 13 group and the absence of such controlling Mss 

as fam 1 157 2° [Soden quotes 93'??] 604 892 Paris*’. 

Here, where Tisch. quotes copt (‘‘ita certe cop’ copddetd ”) we 
must correct from Horner. Sah reads xar ot gap. (i.e. “with the 
pharisees ”’) and only the boh mss A,F*?O are reported for tov dap. This 
is important. For if while considering Egyptian or Alexandrian influence 
on NB we are likely to be held up and the point made that NB influenced 
the coptic versions instead of vice versa, we point to a passage like this 
where the Egyptian versions refused to be influenced ; at any rate a trace 
remains only in two bohairic mss and possibly in the first hand of a third. 
i. 17. + ote (ante ov xypeav) BA Sod°® 6 2P° LauraAl Sod sah boh. 

Absolutely no others yet greedily seized by Sod*t [W-H™*]. 
This is noteworthy for it is followed five words further by : 
ibid. adda(proarr’) BW solicumsah boh (morecopt), refused by Sod. 
18. 0 de cot (—pabnta) B sol cum 127 2°¢ boh?", refused by Sod. 
This therefore establishes an absolute relationship between 
B and coptic (= boh"*) in vv. 17 and 18. 
22. amoddvTat Kat ot accor B 892%4 only, and so exactly boh. No 


others, but accepted by W-H Sod. This among a very com- | 


plicated number of changes in the account of the wine and 
bottles is most striking, coming right after the minutiae 
noticed above. 
lil, 6, ed.d0uv pro errotouy BL fam 13 28 2°° 604 Sod" only with 
bohPi2s°, adopted by W-H and Soden. 

This is interesting (and cannot be classed beyond under 
‘“‘Synonyms’’) because the syriac can lend itself to either inter- 
pretation and is indeterminate (rendered ceperwnt by syri™). 
I hardly think it is fair to suggest that edvdour is ‘‘ neutral”’ ; 
rather is it a correction. Notice that N is absent, reading 
with CA Sod 2°° eroumcav. The latins and d use faciebant 
(q iniebant). Paris® ezrovovy with most. D* a qrovouytes. W 
Sod’ ezotovvto. As to the coptic, notice A,O again come in 
for ed.douv as they did above for twv dapicaiwy (ii. 16). 

892* is uncertain with ezromeay in the margin. 


Mark 


ill. 
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8. move (pro erovet) Bli W-H (none of the sympathising cursives) 


15. 


35. 


and sah bohnare against ND and the rest +W2®. 
—Oepatrevew Tas vorovs Kal ~NBC*LA 892 2°° sah boh, against 
all else [none of the other sympathising cursives nor Latin nor 
Syriac nor Arm. nor Goth] yet followed by 7 Tr W-H Rev 
and Soden tat. Observe aeth which evidently put the clause 


in after considerable research, for aeth adds it after exBadrew 


Ta datpovia instead of before the clause. This is not necessarily 
eerMatt x, 1. 

The community of Egyptian origin for NBLA is hereby 
set forth, and the ‘neutral’’ text transferred bodily to 
Alexandria, and I claim that the “neutral” text is part of a 
revision by the Alexandrian School and not a survival of 
Apostolic days. “Here NBC*LA are supported not by a single 
Greek cursive [except 2" (against 604) 892], not by any syriac 
or arm., not by any Latin, but by all the mss of the sah and 
boh which we know. 

In boh I may point out that there might be confusion and 
exclusion from similarity of appearance between cywiru, and 


ajuortr (infirmus). See Horner’s note in boh as to addition by 


eodd. H°G*. 

The new Codex W* does not omit, and adds after da:uova 
end of verse Kau Treptayovtes Knpuvoowy To evayyediov. ‘The place, 
folio 319, is worth study, for no oTLXoS Space is found between 
vooous and cat exBadrevv, While there is one between ee ge 
and the addition. 

— yap B be boh et W-H txt |non Sod} 


iv. 21. +o7s (ante wnt) BL 892 soli = copt+xe. Accepted by 


W-H, refused by Sod. 
Fam 13 and 28 add dere. The rest all omit. 


The sentence runs: kav ereyev avtois [ote] pnts epyetas (amtetas D 


latt) 0 Avxvos wa vio Tov pod.oy TEO. 

Is it possible to imagine that BL preserve the original and that al/ others, 
including the other important sympathising cursives, have dropped it ? 
More likely again BL show Egyptian or Alexandrian minds or eyes at work. 
iv. 34. cau yopis (pro yopis Se) BA 604 (soli inter gr-lat) cum sah 


syr pesh aeth boh”' but refused by both W-H and Sod. 


yv. 42. kat e€eotnoav +ev0us NBCLA 33 892 [non al. min] boh aeth 


Vi. 


2. 


W-H Sod txt [contra DW rell et latt sah syr|. 
+o (ante rodXor) BL fam 13 [non 124] 28 [non W] 892°" 
sah bohwattvr (sy emph) W-H Sod txt [Non Paris® non NS]. 

Very strange if this of should have been cut out of all other 
texts, including 8 [WV does not begin until ch. ix]. 


8. >un aptov pn tnpav NBCLA Sod°*!3 33 892 Paris*’ boh 


[non sah] aeth W-H Sod [contra W et D et rell omn et sah et 
minn rell omn|]. 
G 
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vi. 9, This is instantly followed by adna for adn’ (before vrobedepevous, 
forming a hiatus) ex more copt by NABCDLUN® 28 ser’ 
Paris®’, but W is careful to write aA’ and insert an apostrophe ! 

11. This is again shortly afterwards followed by a pure coptic 
form. For observe that coptic is always precise. It does not 
say wbi or quo but always in loco quo. So here: 

os av toTros pn SeEnran NBLA*W fam 13 28 W-H Sod is 
found in boh (sah) aeth vg", while the others have: os av py 
deEntas C (fam 1) and AD and the large majority oco. av py 
deEwvtat, latt etc. W here apparently shares the bohairic 
influence against the Latins, but as e is missing now we cannot 
be sure that it did not have it. A Latin trace remains in 
vg" only, 7, is missing and only begins again at vi. 14. 

20. —xas (ante cvvernper) —B' cum sah 1/3 (= sah") 

The previous places have all considerable importance and should be 

observed carefully for they lead up to: 

vi. 20, nope (pro emo) NBL Sod (and W nropeto) sah boh, 
against all the rest, against the friendly cursives, and against latt 
syrr and aeth yet willingly incorporated by W-H & Sod texts. 

The Semitic woAda ezovee appears to have offended the early 

Alexandrian recensors of Greek and Coptic texts. But this clear coptic 
adherence against all else destroys ‘neutrality’? for NBL and for W 
here.t See also the parallel in Luke. 


Mark 
vi. 27. eveyxar (pro evexOnvat)  NBCA8s™ 892 copt W-H [non Sod] 
against all else and DW as well as L and Latt adferri. (See — 
under ‘‘ Change of voice’’). 8 over A® has “‘adferri vel adduci.” 
40. xara bis (pro ava bis) NBD 21 boh et W-H Sod tzt. 
vil. 4. pavticwvtas (pro Barticwrta) SB min® sah Euthym. See 
under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
6. +-ote (ante ovtos o Xaos) NBL 372 892 LauraA! boh sah 
(syr) W-H Sod txt [non Paris*’| 
16. Om vers boh [non sah] cwm NBLA 28 [non W rell] W-H, non Sod. 
29. See under “‘ Order.”’ 
387. +s post reromxey BY! W-H™ (boh), of sah + 9,uscTe et bohMit 
Vili. 2. mpoopevovor (—por)  B cum bot tribus (Cf latt wSe ecw) 
3 fin. ecw (pro neacw vel neovew) BLAS 892 sah 1/5 bohmartvor | 
W-H [non Sod, non al. nec latt syr| 
4. +ortv (ante rodev) BLA 115 892 Paris” sah boh [non al.| 
W-H & Sod.t 


t It is exceedingly important to distinguish and appreciate this overlying coptie 
influence on W. I have observed that soon after the beginning of ch. y. W began to 
drift away from e. Since vi, 8 e is missing, but we have seen above (vi. 11) the same 
pee Egyptian influence on W. Probably from y. onwards W used another graeco- 
coptic ms. 


¢ Observe Soden’s thoroughly Alexandrian mind, adopting this but refusing the same 
group above. 
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Mark 
In view of varying treatment here by others (see Tisch and 


evidence) this seems purely ‘‘ Egyptian.”’ 
vill. 9—ov dayovtes (See under ‘‘ Improvement.’’) 
20. +avtw (ante erta fin) BCLA 892 Sod?" | non txt | boh sah aeth 
21. voevte (pro cuveete) B 372 Sod'8 1°14 sed De* cuvvoerte 
This is rather a curious place. At first sight it looks simply 
harmonistic from Matt xvi. 11 where voe:te is used, but the cuvvoerte of 
D** may be meant for ovy voevre, and ovy is present in some Greeks 
(fam 13) and in sah, but there it is GE not own as it would be in boh 
if present there, where it does not find a place. The boh word for 
ouviete 1S TetTenati but in sak =f vTetHnoer It seems clear 
therefore that B may have seen this noes in a close parallel column and 
written voete by mistake rather than have recollected or borrowed from 
St. Matthew. 
Mark 
Vili. 23. Breress (pro Brerer) | BCDA® Sod? 372 2° Paris” sah boh 
aeth (strengthened by syr sin diatess) but against all else. 
W writes Prere, and 28 after hesitating (and doubtless consulting 
his authorities) decides to do likewise; so does Sod txt against W-H. 
vii. 28. +ore (ante wwavrynv) NB copt (ut solet) (syr) et W-H tat 
‘contra rell etlattomn. Clearly from copt yet Sod txt has [orv]. 
ibid. +ort (ante evs) NBC*L 892 copt (ut solet) (syr) W-H Sod txt 
(latt pl quasi unum, ws eva D, sed Gr?! et W eva tantum). 
35. THv eavTov Wuyny (pro tv uxny avtov prim)  B 28 copt (ut 
solet) Orig W-H txt. No others. 
37. +o (ante avOpwros) B! cum sah et boh. Why do W-H 
; avoid ? 
x. 1. +xae (ante wepav) ~ NBC*LY 892 sah boh (against wepav 
others and latin, and dua tov wepay others, cai dua Tov mepav 
Laura‘?), So W-H, and Sod in square brackets. Latter 
omits copt. 
6. —o @eos NBCLA [non VY] Sod®*”* ¢ 8 [non ff2 male Sod.] sah boh 
W-H [non al. latt gr non syr arm aeth] cf Matt xix. 
24, —tous tremoilotas ems (Tous) xpnuacw NBWAYW k sah boh** 
(aeth) [contra rell syr sin et Clem%s| Of Merx ad loc. p. 122 seq. 
26. Neyovtes mpos avTov (pro Ney. pos EavTous) NBCAY 892 
Sod" § sah boh W-H, non Sod [contra rell et W et latt syr 
aeth arm goth (om mp. aut. Clem ut Matt Luc) |- 

As Tisch says ‘‘at nusquam apud Mc Aeyew mpos twa.” He 
accordingly retains mpos eavtovs in his text. Not so W-H, who of course 
follow the little ‘‘ Egyptian” (not ‘‘neutral’’) group. Souter’s R-V also 
leaves avtov in the text, but places eavrous in the sub-margin. 

x. 29. > pntepa n watepa BCA et W® [non V] Sod, 61 106 2”° 
604 Sod™"%"° only of minuscules, ¢ f g only of Latins, with sah 
boh order against the rest and Orig", but followed by Sod tzt. 


35. 04 duo vot (pro viot vel o1 viot) BC Paris*’ soli cum sah boh aeth. 
G 2 
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This is against ND rell omn vid and W®W and Orig with syr lat 
arm. It is a clear improvisation from the account in Matthew (xx. 20 seq) 
where the mother comes, but it does not say there “‘ with her two sons”’ f 
but in verse 21 only does she ask “‘ that her two sons..” B is convicted 
here of running with a coptic error against N and Orig. How many 
more instances of this kind must I adduce before the worshippers of B 
and the obsequious slaves of Hort will allow that I am right? Coptic 
and BC no more got this from a common original with coptic than B obtained 
his avwviav in verse 30 from an original.t B and coptic conspired to add 
dvo, and B wanted to exhibit the real gender of wmv in verse 30. Because ~ 
the unfortunate and erring ms C supports B here in verse 35, Hort places 
dvo in his text in square brackets. Can any system be more vicious ? 
Not even L or V is found to support BC copt, and even A pulls away 
from the harmonising consortium of BC. AY really belong to the base 
NBL, so that their defection here is absolutely conclusive. Nor is the not- 
able cursive 892 recorded by Harris nor Soden’s other mss for this +6vo. 


Mark 


x. 87. > cov ex deEwv (pro ex SeEvwv cov) NBC*LAWV 892 boh [non 
sah| 6. In the second clause boh repeats cov e€ apiotepwv L™, 
gov c€ evwvunov N*, against most e€ evwyypwv cov, but BDA 
and WW 1 [non fam] 2°¢ Sod'*°** omit the second cov with 
bed fhe got k (om bis) q 6 vg? * vg?. It may be worth while 
to exhibit here boh and sah, which differ, as boh goes with 
NBC*LAY in the first place : 

boh OANA MTE OCA PERC CATEKOCINARR OTCOS, OTA! 
SLALOM CATEKXZOH Den mekwovr 

sah XEKAC EPE OTA MKRALOM PHROOC HI OCNALRK RRRLOK 
ACW OFA 21 OHOTP ALRROK Pee TEOOT NTEKAKH- 
TEpo. s 

46, oe (pro tpocatwr vel erator) (S)BLAWY 892 kand boh. 
Sod txt (contra Merx p. 130) but against the rest and against sah. 

47. extw (post toovs) B 273 Paris®*’ Sod? sah (et syr), contra 

N rell omn et boh latt?™. 

49. evrev * bwvnoate avtor ( pro evrrev avtov dovnOnvat) NBCLAY 7 
892 Sod" k 6 and boh only W-H Sod tet, against the rest. and 
sah specifically and Origen. Here in two places within three 
verses we see B with sah and then with doh, as so often. 
Instead of a B text governing the joint base of boh sah, it 
would appear that B consulted both coptic versions, and 
possibly if we had the third coptic version we should see 
other points of sympathy there. 

xi. 1. Bndpayn B Cf. sah 1/5 Ruacdaxn (sah 4/5 RrodarH) 

xi. 19. > Kae un adn Texvov NBCLAY 33 892 Paris®’ Sod'*** ff, sah 


t But pera rov vey avtns. Only U 7, add dvo there. 
¢ See under ‘‘ Change of Gender.” 


Mark 


ellnee ss 


Xiii. 


38. 


hs 


32. 
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[non boh] (syr sin). See remarks above. This order opposes 
everything else, and is refused by Soden text. But why ? 
“qodtv wravacbe” NBCLWAYW 892* Sod'** 48 k sah boh 
against everything else including 33 and Paris” and verss : 
“‘yuers ouv todv wAavacbe.”” Here Sod encloses vues ovy in 
square brackets. 
Out of three deliberate and distinct recensions NBLAW 892 
(kau ev tn Sidayn avtou edeyev) follow boh (against sah). So 
also Sod txt. See under ‘‘ Two or more recensions in Mark.”’ 
dev (—yap) N*BWY soli vid., sah boh syr pesh*4 against 
all else and Paris” and syr sin pesh™. Sod [yap]. No new 
evidence. 

Why should we attribute this to coptic influence and not to. 
a common base? Because at: 


. (S)BL(W)Y (28) elide both copulas ecovta: cercpor. . .ecovTat 


Auwot, Which is simply the coptic manner. It appeals to Soden. 


. es THY oixiav NBULW 245 892 Sod ck sah boh syr pesh [non 


sin]. .See under ‘‘ Improvement.” (This does not appeal to 
Soden). 

ayryedos (pro ov ayyerou vel ov ayyedot or). BS! et W-H™. This 
is a very pretty place and one of the few where we can swear 
that B saw the coptic and was influenced by it. In the first 
place observe that NDKLUW’S and some twenty-five minus- 
cules write ov ayyedor. In the second place note that all the 
rest, v.e. twelve uncials plus W®WYV and minn, with sah, write 
ou ayyedou ov. B then did not get this from sah although both 
sahidic and bohairic plurals do not change their termination, 
and in sah we read owae Marreadcc eTg,t The’ oeae 
TayHpe etc. B could not have been copying sah or he would 
have seen the et in et ott following, which corresponds to 
the of following ayyeXo. in most Greeks. What was B doing ? 
Well it may be that sah influenced boh for a singular, for 
boh, instead of sah’s owrne Narreaoc etc, has simply owae 
arreadaoc Aen Tede. At any rate B agrees with five or 
six codices of the bohairic alone here (with Aug libere). 
Whatever may be said of our other examples I pray the gentle 
critic and benevolent reader to ponder this very specially. Nor 
can it be said to me that these bohairic codices were following 
B. I deny it utterly. ‘For in the very next verse B omits cau 
mpooevxecde, which no coptic Mss do. And B is alone here with 
D acd k against all else but one poor little cursive 122 which 
stands out thus like a lost sheep, apart from 1 13 28 157 2° 604 
892 Paris” Laura‘?! which with. V and W goagainst BD here. 
Yet W-H om. cat tpocevyecGe, and have ayyeXos in margin. 

Consult xiy. 18 beyond as to coptic methods by B. 


35. (See under ‘“‘ Improvement.’’) 
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cuvtpryaca (—Kar) NBLYW boh. All the rest have the copula. 
Even D 2° with «at Opavoaca, and syr pesh et aperuit, and sah 
ae, yet Sod txt [no new Mss| omits «az as well as W-H. 


. +avtote in sec loco BUN°Y 892 Laura’! sol cwm sah boh. 
10. 


0 eis (pro eis) NBC*LMY 892 = boh Towal against sah 
(owa) (But immediately before N*BC*DW?) 13 28 440 
Laura‘! Orig omit o before voxapiwtys with Latt against 
sah and boh.) 


18 fin. tev ecOvovtwy pet euou (pro o ecOiwy pet euov) B*' cum sah 


20. 


boh. | Von Soden omits boh, but adduces no new Greek evidence ]. 
This, coupled with the places at viii. 37, xiii. 32, noticed 
above, is absolutely conclusive that B saw the Coptics. They 
alone have the matter thus in the plural. Not one Latin even, 
as far as I can see, has manducat. All have the verb in the 
singular. And all Greeks, including W and the friendly V, 
make no change. 
-—ex NBCL et WW3 min 4 et 892 [non 28 non Paris” | sah 
boh. The presence of W here (against 28) may be due to 
coptic. The other seventeen uncials with all /att (which have 
to render ex) and sy7 oppose with ex. 


ibid fin. Observe the strange (but for possible support of C*? 


21. 


24, 


Sod°° 2”°) EICTOENTPYBLION for evs To tpuBrov by B. Tisch 
says ‘Sets To ev TpuBNor (sive evtp.)”’ but there is no such word 
as evtpu8dvov. The hand which went over B has added a 


smooth breathing over EN, but Westcott and Hort read it as 
év, and actually place this in the text in square brackets. 
May it not be due to an error oculi from the coptic column 
Hen Fun the €N coming directly before to tpvPdA ov 
there ? 


We cannot neglect the possibility of the previous point, when we 


see immediately following at the head of this verse the intro- 

ductory coptic xe followed by NBLY 892 Paris” only seized 

again by Soden’s Alexandrian mind. (W does not have it, yet 
it conflates vraye: and trapadidorat immediately afterwards). 

TO exxuvyvomevoy vTep ToAAwY NBCL et V 892 (sol. inter 
minn) sah boh aeth W-H & Sod tat. 

To uTrep (vel rept) TOMY exyvvvomevov TD unc et WED minn 
omn vid. latt syr. 


. erimtev (pro erecev) NBLYV 892 boh |non sah| W-H & Sod 


txt. See under “ Historic present” (imperfect). 


. >avtor ot ofParpor (pro ot of8. avtwv) NBCLA et ®¥ Sod” 


108 115 127 238 e** 892 Paris** Laura‘! Sod“° sah boh (more 
copt, non “ex more Marci” ut Tisch). Against them are all the 
rest and W and the Latins and Syriac. (See below xiv. 65). 


. For «au afevtes avtov ravtes epvyov of D, most Greeks (syr) 


sah and latt (as Matthew), the order is changed by NBCLAYV 
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61 258 435 892 Paris®’ LauraA zser Heer Sod*i4 goth boh to Kat 
apevtes avtov epuyov traytes, adopted by Sod. 
noteworthy as exhibiting this well-known group of uncials 


hanging together with boh against sah. 


(For 


the variations see Horner’s note in sah.) The new ms W is 


with D and the mass and sah against boh. 


xiv. 60 


. ott (pro Tt) BWY soli et W-H™ (cf. boh xe) 


61. ove amexpivato ovdev NBCLY 33 892 Laurat sah both aeth 


65 


68 


69 


xy12. 


es 


24 


li, 22 


Tisch 


Orig 1/2 W-H Sod, against ovdey azrexp. of the rest and W 
Orig 1/2. . 

. >avtov To Tpocwrov = NBCLUAYV 83 108 127 892 Paris*’ 
Sod" copt (See above xiv. 40) Sod follows both here and 
above. 

fin. Om. NSBUWY 892 Paris’ Hust 17 ¢ boh sah syr sin [non 

Sod]. See under ‘“‘ Harmonistic.” 

. erev (pro np~ato Aeyewv) Only B and sah boh aeth W-H™. 
Nothing else. Take a cross reference from this (n Matt. xxvi. 
71 Aeyer) and see under “‘ Harmonistic,”’ and if it does not give 
my readers a startling picture of a coptic conspiracy with B 
I shall be surprised. In these other places B has some little 

“support. Here however B is in solitary grandeur with sah 
boh aeth and these alone. NS deserts him, CLAW desert, W 
avoids it, D and all Latins contradict absolutely, and so do 
both syriacs. (Soden neglects to chronicle boh and aeth. 
This is careless for boh agrees absolutely, and this must be 
considered with xv. 15 below.) 

—Oedere See under ‘‘ Harmonistic.”’ 

. Trapedwxev Oe Tov wv dpay. B Sod’*** and boh alone. See under 
“SN and B differences” in Part II for the three 
varying orders. 

. —mew NBC*LAW 604 Sod" n boh arm syr sin Cyr™* (against 

the rest and sah, all other Latins extant and syr and aeth). 

. —Kat (ante yeutcas) BLWV [non minn vid] c (ff) vg®™ boh (sah) 

. —Kpakas NBL et W 892 copt W-H Sod tat. (See 

‘Improvement. ’”’) 

. +7) (ante two. entnp) BY 131? soli et (sah boh) 


Latin and Coptic. 


— eyo BD Sod? 2°° latt sah 3/4 
. Neyov (—ea) NBDWA Sod?? 28* 157 372 2°° latt syr aeth boh 
(hiat sah) {[Habent 604 Paris’ rell une et © Orig Eus* Cyr| 
. pn&er (pro pnoca) NBCDL Sod 33 892 2”° latt aliq et sah 
[non boh| W-H tat [non Sod] Cf Luc v. 37 
asks if other cursives besides 33 give the future. Apparently 
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only 2” and 892. The rest all have the present, and W gives the passive, 


retaining the present tense dvappnocovtat ov acxot. 
Mark 
ill. 9. 7Aovapla (pro mAoapiov) B cum sah. [Sod omits sah]. I 


place this here under Coptic and Latin, because the Latin ‘ ut 
navicula (most omit i) deseruiret’’ may be responsible. 

iil. 18. tov kavavawov NBCDLA 3838 3872 2° Paris” Sod*!*** latt 
(0 kavaveos W = boh TtikKaNaNEoc) contra Kavavitns sah et 
Gr rell et Sod®®® 28 157 604 892 etc. arm goth. 


v. 6, See under ‘ Latin.” 
9. Ney. ovowa por +eot.v B (D) fam 13 238 372 lat?! sah boh 
Vill. 2. mpocpevover (— mor) Be" cum boh™s Cf D woe evow et 


d ex quo hic sunt. 
33. —Tw (ante weTpw) NBDL 21 only (non al. minn vid) W-H & Sod. 
ix. 8, peta eavtwy post edoy (instead of fin) B 33 Paris’ cf and sah 
(syr sin) W-H, non Sod. 
As it does not appear in Matt. xvii. 8 (except that 33 inserts there) 
it may have been early deleted from Mark and then added in the margin 
whence B copied into the wrong place, or else may mean sympathy with 
sahidic order, but boh keeps the usual order. 
x, 28. nKorovOnkapev (pro nKkorcv0ncamev) BCDW Sod (Sod™*) 
lat copt 
This follows adnxcayev and is probably alliterative as well. If 
nxorov0nkapev be “neutral” then all the rest of the Greeks have fallen 
into a curious error! Even Soden recognises this. 
x. 48. (pr loco) eotw (pro ectat) NBC*DLAWY Sod it! copt 
x1. 17. wemouncate (pro eroucate) BLAY Orig only W-H & Sod txt 


xiv. 40. wadw ew evpev avtovs NBLY 892 copt q [non Sod] 
Kat €XOwy evpev avTous Dacd fi k 
against urootpewas eupev avTovs Tadw W rell pl. 


txv. 1. mpwe NBCDL et Vi Sod 46 892 Sod" 2° latt boh Orig 
[for exe to mows g A unc et WX minn et 604 Paris” syr arm 
goth W-H & Sod (k* e mane) | 
Sah aeth and e = cum autem mane factum esset 
8. avaBas_ NBD 892 latt copt goth, against avaBonoas of the 
rest and even A*LW and W all minn (but 892), sy yr arm and 
diatess, while k omits, and aeth conflates. 


Traces of Syriac. 
ill. 17. ovowa (pro ovouata) BD® 28 225 271 syr (boh™=®) W-H 


[non Sod] t 
iv, 20. —ev sec et tert Be! cum 3 (Cf syr pesh, hiat sin) 
22 fin. pavepwOn B*! et (sah syr pesh) 
v. 2. —evdews BW Sod [non SD d rell] sed 


syrvesh sin ners 1/2 et bce fot vg® 


+ Tisch omits the evidence of 2"*. t Cf. Mera, pp. 40, 41. 
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Mark 


39. 


ill. 


Mark 


iL. 12. 


. 40, 


5. otnvat (pro ota€nvat) 


. eyyapevovoew (pro ayyapevovcw) 
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eOTL trsfert post maous B“! cum 273 Sod Paris’? syr pesh 
syr sim (et sah) 


paplaw n ayo, BOWYW fam 1 syr W-H [non Sod]. 


Form. 
. €&n\Oov NBCL Sod” 33179 Paris” Sod e¢ Sod tat. Al. 
et D& eEeXndvOa, vel ehnrvOa WAG! 28 892 al. et latt et d. 


This is followed by »AGev pro nv by NBL Sod 892 [not even 
33 or Paris®’| sah boh aeth against all else and the other syr 
arm goth versions, which are solid for nv. To show that this 
is coptic reaction consider the unique xypvoow of & following 
(for knpuccwv) =boh. But Soden swallows nev as W-H. 


. duvn (pro dvvaca) B. This presupposes that every other 


Greek has changed du or dvva to dvvacat. Soden’s 
sympathetic Sinai mss do not join. See below, ix. 22/23. 

BL 892 Paris*’ and so W-H Sod tat, 
but apparently no other support. 


. oTnvau NBCL Sod” 213 892 and W-H Sod (om claus otnvat 
...oTnvat Paris*’ ex homovotel.) 

. mapatiwow . N*BUM*WATI Sod’ et txt, tapabwow D rell. 

. THPNTE B Evst 15 (pro tnpnonte) ; otnonte D aligq. 

. novvacOn NB only with Sod” for névvnOn. 

. mapatiOwat NBCLMA 3872 892 al Sod tat (rell wapafwo) 

. ela NBFLWY 2° W-H & Sod (eurov rell et Paris*’) 

. duvn pro dvvacas bis See under ‘‘ Change of Mood.” 

. duvvopela B 

. KaTteaOovtes B (Cf Lue vii. 33) 

. ereBaXav NB 


N*B* scr? [non W-H Sod] 
(D has avyap... here). This is almost purely a N.T. word. 
Only S at Matt. v. 41 changes to evyap. At Matt. xxvii. 32 
nyyapevoay is used by all (including NB) except D nvyap..., L 
nyap.,and some min nyxap. It does not occur outside of these 
three passages. 


Synonyms. 


eutrpocbev (pro evavtiov) NBLW 187 mg 604 892 Paris” 
only, while evw7vov is read by O' Sod 3 28 33 511 Hust 29 
Laura4‘!!, and evavtiov by the mass and D. (eumpoaGev evaytiov 
Sod"), 


If the original Latin coram is atone and antecedent it will 
account for this more clearly than any “ provincial” preferences. 


Here coram is absolutely constant in all Latins. 


But observe 
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elsewhere what happens when the Greek is paramount (this list is 
quite imperfect) : 


Luke v.19. Gr. eumpocbev ante lat?! et vg, coram 6, in con- 
spectu a d 
xii. 8. eumpoabev coram Jatt! et vg, in conspectu d 
9. evwmvov vel eutrpordev D al. coram Jatt, in conspectu d 
xiv. 2. eumpoobev avtou ante illum; Jat¢', apud ipsum e, pre- 
sente illo 6, in conspectu ejus d 
xix. 4. evs To eumpoabev Variant plur latt 
27. eumpocbev pov ante me Jatt” ef vg, coram me eé, in 
conspectu meo a d 
Xxl. 36. eumpooev.Tov vwov Tov avou ante fil. hom. lat¢"' vg, in con- 


spectu fili hom. d f 
Jo. x. 4. eumpocbev avtwy mopeverat ante eas vadit latt?' et vg, coram eas 
vadit 6, praecedit eas 7 


xl. 387. eumpocbev avtwv coram eis latt®' et vg, in conspectu 
eorum df (r) 

Lukei. 6. evaytioy (vel evwr ior) ante latt®! et vg, ante faciem e, in 
conspectu d f Hier 

xxiv. 19. evavtiov (evwrov D) coram latt® et vg,inconspectucde Aug 

Act vii.10. evavtioy (vel evartt) in conspectu latt'' et vg, ante gig, 
coram d 

vill. 832. evavtiov coram latt®' et vg, ante Iren 1/2 Tert, 
in conspectu Ivren 1/2 

Lukei. 15. ever coram Jatt?'et vg,in conspectu a dIren 

17. evwrrvov ante latt®' et vg, in conspectu, a d 
Iren Ambr, coram Tert 

19. evwrroy ante latt?' et vg, in conspectu ad f, 


om ff. 


This will be sufficient without going further to show what I mean. . 
But I do not know whether I have made the matter clear. The point is 
that an original Latin coram in Mark 11. 12 may have given rise to the 
two Greek readings, while coram is constant among the Latins. But in 
the other Gospels and Acts the Greek rarely varies whereas two or three 
varieties are to be observed among the Latins throughout. 


Note also: 
Mark xii. 41. avevavts BUY 383 Paris®’ Sod“"* xatevavte 8D unc! et WE 
(katevwtriov 13-346—-556.) 

and ver. 36. vroxatw (pro vroroduov) BD T4WY 28 Sod'**" sah boh syr sin 
UTroTroOLov N rell et it et d et rell verss et LXX. 
This is quite an important place. For B makes several other 
changes in this verse. It omits ev before tw mvevuats, omits o before 
xupios, and substitutes alone cafioov for xafov. Hort makes a positive 
caricature of the LXX quotation, following B even to the placing of B’s 

unique xa@:cov in his margin. 
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uroxatw here is read in Matt., but vzomodsov by Luke and the LXX 
and by all Latinsin Mark. | 


Mark , 
xv. 46. pvnuats (pro pynueww) NB, contra rell omn et WXYV minn. 
(xvi. 2. prnwa (pro pynpecov) NC (W 2°*) Hes™, contra rell omn, 
‘of v. 3) 
Omission from Homoioteleuton. 
Mark 


xv. 10 fin. —o1 apysepers B11 [non fam] 115 349 Paris® [non 892] 
Sod??? 371225 Hust 13 47 syr sin boh [non sah]. 

This is clearly an error from the repetition of the words at the 
beginning of the next verse. We have a nice check here of sah against 
boh, pesh against sin [hiat cu] and WV (besides all the other uncials) 
against B. W is so extremely friendly to B otherwise (and in this 
neighbourhood) that to me its witness is conclusive for the words, 
although they are put into square brackets by W-H. But this may be 
due to the omission in Matt. xxvii. 18. 

Mark 

vill. 17. —ete by no less than NBCD"LNWA®#® Sod fam 1 28 33 124 
[non rel fam 13] 225 245 2° [non 604] Paris’? 892* a sah boh arm aeth 
[non syr stn pesh diatess non rell latt] 

This occurs from CYNIETEETINENWPWMENHN and I claim that the 
omission is an error on the part of all these authorities, including B, for d 
goes against D, 6 goes against A, and syr sim with the other Latins 
witnesses against the Coptic. 

The opposite side of the picture is seen immediately after at 


ry 


Mark 


viii. 19, where 28 with fam 13 99 Sod and b c d ff i k add ovs after 
aptous (APTOYC OYC €KAACA) against all the Greek uncials [except D 
“ous” borrowing from Latin]. These errors control themselves when we 
balance the evidence properly. 

Of viii. 14 +quem post panem latt, but no Greeks which we know have 
APTONON. 
xii. 86. —ev (post evrev) B*! cwm 273 et Sod (teste Sod contra ed. 
Beermann & Gregory). 


GRAMMATICAL CHANGES. 
Change of Voice. 


There is nothing surprising in attributing the changes of voice to 
Alexandrian revision. Observe how the ms W acts at times, eg. in the 
matter of the sons of Zebedee at Mark x. 35 where we are to read 
avtnowpea instead of atncwper B ete. (artnconev N° [N omits clause | 
A, or epatncapev D 1, 2°), or at vi. 20 nroperto W instead of the nropee 
of NBL (and eroee D reli). In these places W stands quite alone. 

vi. 27. eveykac NBCA* 892 copt (active) for eveyOnvar (passive) of 

DW and L and all the rest and Latt adferri () auferri). 
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As bearing on this matter of voices, perhaps it has something to do 
with retranslation. Observe that at Mark xiy. 14 for ¢ayo, DW 1-209 
fam 13 have dayowar and G 28 118 346 daywpat. 

In St. Luke (xxii. 11) all have ¢dayw without change. 

In St. Matthew xxvi. 18 the expression is mow (momow D d q 
Origi*, Cf. sah. It is impossible to divorce D from a coptic background). 


Wills ols 


rte OF 


Vv. 43. 


Change of Mood. 


. Tapacot (pro tapadw) N*BDA Sod 28 2°¢ [non W ] 


(observe variations in bo Mss here) 


. Tapacot (pro tapas) BC*?W 28 (D mpoédoz) 


(observe variations in sah MSs here) 


. mapabo (pro mapade) BDW 


In these passages in ci. iv. and xiv. the sense is different, so 
that the change is purely that of the grammarian. 

In the first case in ch. iv. it is otav de wapadot 0 Kaptros, 
in the second and third in ch, xiv. wa avtov trapado avtos (of 
Judas), and avtov evxaipws trapascoe. 
do. (pro dwoe) S* Band W-H txt while N°L and Sod tat 

write dw, 

The sentence is (1) te yap dwoer (or dw or S01) avos avtadr- 
Naya THS uyns avTov ; 

The Latins support dwce: with dabit. The sah and boh are 
equally emphatic with a future indicative. 

Itremains for N°L Sod to give the subj.andN*B W-H theopta- 
tive against Origen. Whois revising here? [See forachange 
in the context under “ Infinitive for the eav construction.’’] 
yvoe (pro yyw) by SBDLC (cf sah) apparently no cursives, not 
even 892 Paris®’ nor 28 (me teste) nor 2°°, which have: 
mapadot above at iv. 29. Surely this would not have been 
changed to yva, if yvoe were original. W does not join here ~ 
but does at xiv. 10,11. Lake prints ye for V. ; 
yvoe for yvw by ABDLW Paris” [not 28 or others]. Westcott 
and Hort (ii. 168) treat this termination o: for as conjunctive 
not optative, but see Moulton’s Winer, edition 1882, p. 360, 
note 2. And consult further: Luke i. 62 edo, Mark xi. 14 
gdayot, Act xxv. 16 eyou. .rXaBor, Act 11.12 Aero (NE rell ; Perec 
ABCD), xvii. 18 @eXou (all except D* Gen, four cursives Oedev). 
Also: Act xxii. 24 exvyvw by all. And finally: 1 Thess v. 15 
aTroéot N*D” (D* etiam arodoun) FG 
aTroow NABDSEKLP al. et Patres 

Also note Luke i. 4 of Theophilus wa emvyvois by &* alone. 
See Sir John Hawkins (‘ Horae Syn.’ p. 53)...“ It is well 
known that the optative was obsolescent in the ordinary Greek 
of N.T. times.” Therefcre is it not “revived” by B? Note 
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also Luke xix. 15. yvo (pro yyw) NBDL 383 (against Origen). 
Tt should be observed that in this same verse NBDL 1-181 25 
157 employ dedwxe: for edwxe and Origen ededmxer, as if gram- 
matical consideration had obtained here.t This is further 
emphasised by a complete change from tis Tu dverpaypatevoato 
to Te duetpaymatevoavto by NB(D)L(R)3 157 d e copt aeth 
(syr) in the same verse. f 
nae ix. 22. e¢ ts d8vyn = NBDILAWYW Sod’? fam 1 273 [non 28 hoe loco. 
Errat Tisch| pro e te dvvacae rell omn. 
23. tro ee duyn ~=0o N* BD(— 70 D Sod’) NAW (rovto pro to ut copt) 
> Sod” fam 1 28(— ro 28) 892 pro ro e dvvacase rell omn et V 
[om to KUII®] ) 
But this d6vvy may be merely a change of “‘form”’ of the indicative, 
and not the subjunctive. ~ 
Anyway W shows consideration by having duvn ver 22 with the 
minority, but not in verse 23,t while Paris” retains dvvacaz in both places 
and is unfaithful here toNB. Fam 18 also holds dvvacaz in both places. 
We cannot judge of singular places like this without a correct 
tabulation. For instance Tischendorf makes no cross-reference here to 
Mark i. 40, but if we turn back there we find B indulging in vn for 
duvacat at that place and quite alone! Comment is unnecessary. With B it 
is simply a preference. 


Change of Tense. 
Mark | 


i. 82. educev (pro dv) BD 28 Sod®™* [non Sod] W-H. (Ast 
aorist for 2nd aor. 
ii. 5. advevtar (pro adewvta) B 28 33 2° [non 604 Paris®’| 2¢! syr 
goth sah boh against the rest and W® reli and b + q. 
9. apuevtat NB 28 2°° boh (remittuntur ace f go ff q) against 
abewvrat of the rest and b (remissa sunt). Cf sah ‘“‘ Thy sins 
will be forgiven thee,” showing Egyptian consideration of this 
passage. W-H and Soden follow NB. 
22. pn&ec (pro pnooce) See under “ Latin and Coptic.” 
iv. 1. cvvayeras (pro cvvnx$n) NBCLA fam 13 28 604 892 Sod 
(fam 1 ovvepyerat) against cvvnxOn of the mass (and cuvnyOncav 
A etc.) and the versions. W-H and Soden print cvvayerac. 
vi. 22. npesev (pro Kat apecacns) NBC*L(A) 33 ¢ ff, copt. This 
should probably come under ‘‘ Coptic.’’ It is rejected by Soden‘. 
‘vill. 25. eveBrXerrev (pro eveBrewev) NBL 28 273 (WA fam 13 244 440 
syrrin) ; 
Here we get an expressive imperfect (Alexandrian ? Note N* 
was corrected to it) and very unlikely to be dropped by the 
mass if it stood originally in the text. Soden accepts it. 


+ So Sodent*t; while neglecting yvo. and all previous optatives. Is it consistent? 
t Thus reversing the attitude of 28, which latter would seem the more correct. 
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Change of Tense in participles. 

“oii iv. 18. axovoavtes (pro axovovtes) NBCDLA Sod’ 1 10 fam 13 28 
71 240 244 892 2° Laura4!™ [non Paris®"] Sod*% 10% sayseh pest 
copt, against rest and Latim arm and aeth. As regards 
possible Egyptian influence there is very little difference in the 
writing of the two forms. Soden accepts axoveartes. 

[x. 17. yovurerwv  D 28 fam 13, geniculans latt (praeter a = genibus 
prostratus) 
yovutretncas Rell et W (et W-H Sod). | 
Thus W! at ix. 8 wepsSrerrowevoe (circumspicientes att?! for 
mepiPreyrawevoe rell and circumspexerunt f). 


Imperative. 


Mark ii. 9. eyepouv BL Sod**® 28 372, eyepe SD plur and W (eyepac al.) 

(In. ii. 11. eyespe NBW Sod plur, eyepar some, and eyerpov K) 

(Consult also: vi. 22. avtncov B plur, but autncas NS 2° Hust 54 and 
aitnoe NX, etnoa W). 

xl. 86. kaicov (pro xafov) B alone. In this connection observe 
the other changes in this verse by B, not only slavishly 
followed by Hort against the usual LXX text, foe KaOtoov 
placed in Hort’s margin. 


Infinitive for the eav construction. 


Vili. 36. “Tu yap wpernoer (wperer) avOpwrov eav Kepdnan (Kepdncet): 
Tov Kogmov orNov Kav En pmiwOn Thy uynv avTov.” 

Here Tischendorf, Westcott-Hort and the Eng. Revision substitute 
the infinitive exepdyoau (with NB 892, L xepdncas) for eav xepd., and 
CnpiwOnvac (with NBL 892) for &yuiwOy. Soden refuses this change. 

Winer is silent. I ask can it be possible that NBL (against DW, the 
rest of the uncials and all the minuscules, against the Coptic and the 
Syriac, against the Gothic and all Latins) are really here the purveyors of 
a ‘‘pre-syrian”’ text? Or is it not an Alexandrian Greek preference and 
not even “‘neutral’’ ? 

Note that it is immediately following this (Mark viii. 37) that N*B 
alone use do: for dwce: (N°L dw). [See above under “‘ Optative.’’| 

Note that the new witness W, in close agreement with B on both 
sides of this passage, yet knows nothing of these infinitives. 

As a matter of fact N goes quite wrong here for he has already 
substituted avOpw7ros (for avOpwrrov) previously with coptic, making it the 
subject of were and not dependent on it. Thus: tu yap where avOpwros 
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xepdnoat is clearly not good. tu yap where avOpwrov xepdnoas of BL will 
stand, but since coptic says tv yap av@pwrros whedynoe: it follows with the 
eay construction. 

Let us examine further now Grammatical forms: Change of case. 


Genitive Absolute for Dative. 


Mark y. 2. e&eA@ovtos avtov (pro e&eMovte avtw of the mass) NBCLA 

Sod’ some twenty cursives of the same type and 892 Paris*”’. 

This seems to aim at improvement, but D is absent writing 

ee ovtwy avtwv withe de ff and W*. Soden follows NBCLA. 

That B had considered this matter is seen elsewhere, for at vi. 54 B 
alone cancels avtwy in Kat e£eMOovTwy avtwy (not approved by Hort). 


Genitive Absolute for Accus. Abs. 


Mark ix. 28. escePovtos avtov (pro ecedovta avtov) with NBCDLAWY 
Sod fam 1 fam 13 28 2°° 604 892 [non 33 Paris*’] W-H & Sod 
(it vg cum intrasset) 

Here again this seems grammatical preference, and very questionable 
at that, seeing that it is a question of motion:} Kat evceAPovta avToy evs 
OLKOV Ob pabnrat QUTOU KATLOLAD ETN OWT OV avuTorV, 

These cases in Mark must however be treated differently from those 
in the other Gospels. If it be a case of translation from Latin, it would 
_not be “‘ Egypt” or “‘ Antioch ”’ preferring genitive or accusative absolute, 
and changing an existing foundation Greek text, as much as two separate 
lines of translation appearing. (See remarks under this head in 
St. Luke.) 


Change of Case. 


Mark vi. 8. wwontos (pro won) . BDLA Sod fam 13 33 2”° 604 Paris%? 
ad boh W-H & Sod** [non sah]. 

The sentence runs OUY OUTOS ETLY O TEKTWY O VLOS (OY O TOU TEKTOVOS 
_vios) [THs] wapias Kas aderAdos takwBou Kal LwONTOS Kal LoVOA Kal oLpwVOS ; 
This has a double significance. If it is a genitive for the apparent 
indeclinable wwaon (or wwond, as N 121, many latins, vg and aeth have it) it 
is a grammatical improvement to agree with vaxwfov and cipwvos, but 
while sah has seit tween, boh writes near twecHToc ‘with (and) 
Tosetos,” as if boh had copied a text similar to that of BDLA, or they in 
turn had wandered to the bof and thought it a good idea seeing 1wcHToCc 
to decline won and make a genitive of it. AnyhowI do not believe 
wwontos to be “neutral,” but to stand at the opposite pole. WN, very 


Tt But St. Luke adopts the gen. abs. for this at ii. 42 xa ore eyevero erov bwdeka 


avaBatvoyvtwy avtwy kata To ebos THs EopTns. 
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useful as a control in this and many places, disagrees as above, while 
892 writes twon. 


Change of Number. 


Mark i. 386. xateduwEev (pro KatedtwEav) NBMU Sod’ 28 273 2° 604 
alt g, lr, vg and 6, as to “avtov Yuwwv Kat ov pet’ avtov.” 
To this W does not agree but, with =®D and all the rest of 
the uncials and Paris” sy7, gives us xateduwEay, as also all 
other Old Latins and vg®". These are not really vulgates, 
but Old Latin in Mark as well as in Matthew. 
St. Jerome followed the NB reading, no doubt for the same 
preference. Soden retains catedimEav. 

iv. 1 fin. noav (pro nv) NBCLA® 3 7 892 Sod™ d [contra 8 erat 
et D® my]. This not only seems a pure “Egyptian’’ prefer= 
ence after zras o oxAos, but is opposed by all other Greeks and 
W and all the Latins but d, which is here aberrant since 
the other Latin company deserts it exceptionally in this place. 
Soden reverses his position and adopts near. 

v.13. evondOev (pro evandOov) of ta tvevuata ta axabapta B against 
the rest, and exceptional on the part of B. (W is emphatic _ 
against B with the contemporary form e:ond@av.) 

Particular use : 

Mark xiii. 3. ernpwra(proemnpwtav) NBLW 4 13-69-346- 556 [non 124]28 
33 49 229 348 892 Paris®’ Sod? ?°° (ernpwrncev®™) (boh™4 sah™i4) 

This makes Peter the spokesman, and looks very like revision [see 
above on i. 86]. The sentence is: «at xkaOnuevov avtov ets To opos TeV 
éaiwy KaTEVaYTL TOU LEpou eTNpwTwV (eTnpwtTa NBLW) avtov xartidiav 
TETPOS KAL LAKWBOS Kal LwavYNS Kal avdpeas ETE HUW... 

The Latins and sy arm aeth all oppose NBLW, the Coptic mss 
are divided and this small Greek group seems to be forcing the matter 
on Peter, because in the parallels there is absolutely no trace of this. 
Matt. xxiv. 3 is «a@nwevov de avtou emt Tov opovs Tay eXatwy TpoondOoy 
avTm oi paOntat Katiovay AEyorTes evme nuw...and Luke xxi. 7 
ernpatnoay Se avtov NeyouTEs SidacKade TOTE VY Ta’Ta EoTAL... 

Soden follows Hort however and accepts exnpwrta here in Mark. 


Plural for Singular. 


Mark ui. 35. ra @ednpara 8B quite alone (and W-H mg) for to OedAnpa 
of apparently all others. Can it be supposed for a moment 
that B represents the foundation text here against all else ? 
“ra Oednpata tov Geov’’ grates very harshly on the ear. 
(Here again in a graeco-sah the change of the letter m to m 


atl a 


t 15 40 583 236 237 252 259 273 433 Hvst 53 259. 


~ 
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makes the difference of the plural without change of the 
noun’s termination). Sod cannot find a single witness for B. 

N at Matt. vii. 21 has the plural alone against B and the rest. 

In the whole range of N.T. writings to @edAnpa is_ essentially 
Matthaean Marcan Lucan Pauline Petrine and Johannine as well as 
being the expression of our Lord. The singular occurs 58 times. Only 
once a plural form (Acts xii. 22, being an O.T. quotation of David). 

Mark vii. 28. ec@tovow (pro ecOier) following xvvapia. So NBDLWA 
Sod°”* and some cursives and 892 Paris’ against the rest. 

(At another place like Mark xiv. 27 following wpo8ata the uncials 
‘are more evenly divided, but the same group as above less W and 
+ACEFGKN adopt the plural.) 

Mark ix. 15. sdovres (pro vdwv) NBC(D)IL WAW 113 28 33892 
eEeOapBnOncav (pro a8 ee Paris’ Sod" syr gothabcd ffi 
following was 0 é6xXos. 

The question is Who made the change ? Soden follows Hort. 


Plural for Singular. [Not grammatical in the previous sense. | 


Mark vill. 22. epyovtas (pro epyetat) NSBCDLWA Sod” a few cursives 
copt aeth arm goth it vg, changing the sense against N* 
the rest of Greeks and syrr diatess. 

The sentence is : 

Kal epyeTat (Or oo els PnOcaidav Kar hepovow avtTw 
Tupdov Kal TapakaXovy avTov... 

Does it not seem that the “neutral.” text (as opposed by N* and 
syrr) is in danger of being accused of harmonising epyovtas with depovow, 
for which there can be no adequate reason. 

Why should the Syrr oppose the Latins here? There is a curious 
method in these things. Soden adopts epxovrat. 

Again 
eee ovtes pro elon ; NBLWAY 892 k arm. Soden rejects this. 

€LO0V 5, dev 
33. ndOov (pro mOev) NB(D) W431 etc 2°° Sod** tt syr pesh diatess 
sah (not syr sin boh which go with the large majority) 

Here 7 Gov is the harder reading, for the sentence is: 

Kat ndOov evs Kahapvaovp Kal EV TH OLKLA YEVOMEVOS ETNPwWTA 
QuTOUS. é 

Possibly here NBDW are right (but Soden rejects). They have the 
support of dat and syr vg diatess sah, so that syr sin and boh may be 
wrong here. 

In Evan 28 the text is Ger, are in the margin the chapter inserter 
has written tw Kaipw exeww ndOev o incovs Kat ot pabntat avtov 
€ls KATrEpVaovp. 

Therefore the Church lesson may on the other hand have given rise 
to »dOovr. 

H 
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Change of Gender. 


Mark x. 80. Zonv awviey (pro Sony awwrviov) Bs 

This is not exactly a change of gender, but merely the emphatic 
form of the feminine. I have been curious enough to go through 
every other passage where aiwvios is involved. ‘The result is that 
in the Gospels nowhere else does B change airy to aiwviav, not 
even with xoracis at Matt. xxv. 46, nor does B modify “tas asmyous 
cxnvas”’ at Luke xvi. 9. In the rest of the New Testament, of the 
many places involving fonv atwrov, B changes to away only at. 
Acts xiii. 48 and at 1 Jo. ii. 25 tv Sonv tyv awviay [not at 1 Jo. i. 2, 
shed a pala oue ls alles 

For the rest, at 2 Thess. ii. 16 mapaxAnow atwviay is read by all 
except FG avwnor. 

At 2 Pet.1.11 C* 42 read ess tyv avwviavy Bacirscay, but B and the 
rest arwviov. 

At 2 Cor. v. 1 all hold atwmov although following two feminine 
nouns: OLKOOOMNY. « + OLKLAV AN ELPOTTOLNTOV ALW@VLOV, 

So that there is no rule guiding B or the others, only an occasional 
preference. 

At Hebrews ix. 12 awyiav huTpwow seems to be read by all, but 
avwvioy is not modified elsewhere in Hebrews, while at 1 Peter v. 10 
els THY avwvioy avTov So€ay is read by all and not amwriay as we might 
expect of B. 

Mk. xiv.3. Common text and GMW® min to adaBactpov (in sec loco) ; 
NFADEFHKSUVWXY8DASIIA tov adra8. but BLN°CAY — 
Paris’ tynv adaB. 

The Greeks made alabaster masc. or fem. (Liddell and 
Scott), Herodotus using the masc. and Plato the fem. article. 
Perhaps there was a difference in the use to which the 
word was put. In the parallels and above in this verse 
no article is used. It certainly looks as if B and com- 
panions had wished to show their grammatical instinct and 
had made a change here, for N has tov, and only N° brings 
his text into conformity with B. As to W, it with ® (and 


GM reported by Tisch.) has to. W does not even agree with 
28, the latter having Tov. 


Change of Order. 
As to Order consult 


Matt. v. 4/5, where for paxapior ov mpaeis, to come before paxapior ot 
mevOouvtes, D 33 a¢ fi fish kl vg syr cw witness with Clem 
Origen (specifically, see Treg ‘Printed Text,’ p. 187) Nyss Bas 
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Hil and the Eusebian canons, while NB and the rest, with. 
b fq syr sin pesh copt arm aeth and Tert, followed by W-H, 
put wevOourtes first. [Sod errs as to A and 604. | 
The question is whether this is scientific. If W-H want Origen’s 
text, he is a witness here against them and supported by the section 
authority of Hus Am. This passage was omitted from consideration in 
its proper place. Now as to St. Mark observe: 
Mark ii. 10. advevar awaptias ere tTns yns BP Sod’? 142157273 al’ aeth W-H 


against ad. emt Ts yns am. A ete. (et Sod tat) 
emTl TNS YNS ad. ap. ND mult et verss 
and —emTl TNS YNS W bq 


Probably B omitted and found emi tys yys in his margin, adding 
afterwards. At any rate W points this way, as that Greek ms now 
~ comes to join the Latin b-q for omission of em rns yns. 
' An exceedingly useful commentary on this supposition is offered in 
the very next verse but one. Instead of Kae nyepOn evbews kat apas Tov KpaB. 
of most Mss and versions, NBC*L 33 and four boh Mss (arm?) say Kat 
nyepOn Kat evvs apas tov Kpa8. which is not the same thing at all. Now 
evOus is omitted outright by b ¢ e #f q, and the new Greek ms W not only 
comes to join them but gives the Greek in the Latin form of 0 q as tlle 
autem surgens tulit by writing: o de eyepGers Kat apas... Probably again 
here NB took ev@vs from the margin of their exemplar and slipped it in 
the wrong place. W-H and Soden follow NBCL. 

Mark v. 25. dwdexa etn (pro etn dwdexa) NBCLAW fam 1 [non 118] 28 
fam 13 Paris®*’ 892 al. perpauc and Coptic W-H & Sod tzt, 
not syr nor lat. 

This needs no comment. 

vi. 2. >dsdacxew ev TH cvvaywyn NBCDLA Sod al? 83 892 7P° 
Paris’ d f fo (r) sah boh aeth syr arm. Contra rell omn et W 
et latt et goth. 

I am convinced that the change of order is an improvement and 
wrong, although D d/ ff, join NB here for it. The other Latins (which 
from vy. 40 to vy. 43 hung absolutely together) oppose and have the 
support of W plus eleven uncials and =® and 1 13 28 2° 604. Besides 
~ goth opposes and neutralises / here, as W e¢ neutralise Dd. It is doubtless 
the Egyptian order to which D d have been accommodated in this place. 
Sod rejects, and most unscientifically, having followed the group at v. 25. 
Mk. vi. 26. >adernoas avtnv NBCLNA® Sod? 179 Sod* “* 892 against 

DW and all the rest and the Latin order avtnv afetnoas (om 
autnv 69 265 Sod ¢ syr sin) Sod again stultifies his method 
by following NB ete. 

»49. >emt tns Oar. Tepiratovvra | NBLA Sod®°*? 33 892 Paris” 
ct syr sin (cf Matt. xiv. 26) W-H & Sod against DW and all 
the est and against the order of the versions, including Coptic. 

It might be thought that NBLA were original and “ neutral” here 
(obs. syr sin), but why should all the rest.change? Further, observe that 

. . H 2 
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immediately following, the same group NBLA 33 892 Paris’ (without 2P° 

604 al.) change davtacpa evar to ott pavtacua eotw with coptt (of syr). 

Both changes cannot be right. The latter Gf not the former) seems 

a clear theft from Matthew. It is rejected by Soden. 

Mk. vii. 5. > ov repuratovow ot wabntar cov NBLA 33 179 892 Paris” 
Sod’> Hust 49 boh aeth, against sah all the other Greeks and 
DW and latt syr arm goth. There can be no question here but 
that the same vicious little group is wrong, yet Soden follows. 
Not only does sah oppose, but all the Latins and DW and the 
other important minuscules. Tisch merely quotes “ copt ”’ 
for the change. We know now that it is boh and not sah. 

27. >Tows Kuvaplows Bade NB Sod fam 1 28 [non W] 892 
Sod4#9 °° Hust 49 150 q against >Panr. tous xu. everything else 
and D and W and all latt (but q) and copt syr. Even Paris” 
opposes NB here. It is nothing but an ‘improvement ” on 
their part yet Soden follows ! 

Here there is not agreement with Coptic or Latin order (except q) 
so that there must be another reason for it. The fact that the Latins 
and copts put the Barew ahead of tos xvvapiors does not lend colour to a 
“neutral ”’ order here. It would seem like an Alexandrian preference 
and rounds out the sentence better. Besides when W and 28 oppose 
each other it is always wise to go carefully. Here the younger codex 
goes with NB against the one which is a contemporary of NB. 

vil. 29. >ex THs Pvyatpos cov To Saycviov NBLA Sod’ 892 Laura’ 
Sod“* boh et W-H Sod txt (contra sah et rell omn et DW verss). 
ix. 1. A small matter. Practically all Greek authorities write: 
oTt €lat Tes TMV WOE EgTHKOTwY While B(D*) says ote ect 
Twes wde€ TwY EgTHKOTYY, refusing to separate the article 
from eotnxotov. W-H follow this without marginal comment, 
so that it evidently commended itself strongly to them. So 
do Tisch Treg (cf. latt) not Soden. But why should all other _ 
Greeks oppose B if B be right here? Is it not more like 
the grammatical preference of a purist ? 
xl. 19. See under “‘ Coptic.” . 
xi. 10. > rpwrov da (pro Se mpwrov) NBD2WV 28 299 892 Laura’! 
Sod™ Hust 53 al. pauc. anl vg W-H & Sod tat. 
and mpwtov de det W Sod’ 108 115 124 [non 
oe 157 errat Birch] 2°° al. pauc. ¢ d flo go t (hk) r sah. 

This is bound up with a matter of punctuation as to whether the 
first part of verse 10 belongs to verse 9. It has led to sah and syr pesh — 
[not sin] transferring els Tavta ta eOvn to the end of verse 10, and to 
4 very curious conflation in D d ff: g2,, where holding «av es mavta Ory 
at the beginning they add ev acu Tous eOveow at the end. 


That a n do not do this proves once more that this happened in Dd 


t Which Tisch omits, 
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Hey oa law 
after the old base (which an used) had been modified. Observe W here 
has a space before 7pwtov de dec (W alone now comes to join a very small 
croup) definitely reporting back cau evs Tavta ta eOvn to verse 9. As 28° 
only has mpatov dec with NBDY it looks as if the 28 base were older 
than W and that the parent of W had inserted de in order to make this 
matter of punctuation secure, after the NBD type had changed de: 7pwtov 
to mpwtov det. 
Birch has erred as to 157 reading wpwtov de de. Correct Tischendorf 
and Horner. 157 reads dec pwrov. 
N* really reads mpwrov (or mpetos) Aaov See which Tisch does not 
refer to in his edition of the N.T. | Paris®’ has de zpwrov. | 
xiv. 64, avtov evoxov ewat (pro avtov ewat evoyov) NBCLAY 33 892 
Paris*’ Sod" et Sod** 1 q. This seems to be in the nature of 
improvement. D d ff, omit evar; Laura‘! places it last. 
W goes with the majority of Greeks and Latins for 
ELVaL EVOXOV. 

65. This is followed by > avtov to tpocwrov NBCLUAWV 33 
108 127 892 Paris®*’ Sod** et Sod bringing the possessive first 
as Coptic. The usual conspirators remain well together here, 
only joined by U 108 127; W and the rest are against it. 

. Observe 108 127 do the same at xiv. 40. 

67. See under ‘‘ Differences between N and B”’ no less than seven 
differing orders. Of these BCLY Sod 892 alone cling 
together for peta Tov vat. noOa Tov unoov, which, instead of being 
neutral and basic (as Hort & Soden would have us believe by 
using this order in their texts without marginal comment), is. 
opposed by all others, thus: 33 remaining alone with sah boh,. 
X alone with both syriacs, W with fam 1, 2°° and 604, while: 
the large groups are represented by DA and all Latins, and 
AN unc” on the other hand. But in this division none place 
tov woou last! Husebius is extant and he goes with-Paris” 
and DA latt practically, although having 7s with W fam. 
1 2° 604. It must be an “‘improvement’”’ by BCLY 892. 


Historic Present. 


See lists in Hawkins, ‘ Horae Syn.’ p. 144/149. There is a difficult 
place in 
Mark x1. 7 where S*CW Sod’ fam 1 including 91-299 fam 138 28 Sod'*" 
substitute ayovow for the nyayov of most (= Matt. Luke), 
while BN°LA 892 Laura“! Orig., holding the present, 
substitute ¢depovow as W-H Sod tat. [D = nyayov.| 
These groups come together in the same verse (+D) for em- 
ParXovew instead of ereBanrov. 
Are these authorities forcing an historic present on Mark, or do they 
represent the real “neutral” text here? .The only commentary offered 
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is at the close of the verse, where xaOifec is substituted for exaOicev 

but only by D*" (d-sedebat) W fam 1 28 91 241 2”° (Cronin) 604. 

Here W 28 conspire to indicate a completer revision, while D 
remains composite: nyayov...emuBardovow.. . Kabler, 

At the close of the verse NBCDLA Sod min” W-H Sod substitute 
er avtov for er avtw of all the rest (ncluding W and 28). While in the 
next verse WD 28 and two of the cursives (2?° 604) which wrote ez’ avtov 
conspire to substitute with the Latins estpwvvvov for eotpwcay. In this 
verse 8 NBLA 8921 W-H Sod txt write xowavtes for exomrov. ‘There are 
other clear indications of revision hereabouts. By whom is the question. 

The apparent Alexandrine preference for the imperfect over the aorist, 
a kind of historic present or imperfect,f is seen in some other places as 
Mark ix. 88. ex@Avopev (for exwrAvoapevr) by NBD*LA Sod fam 1 W-H 

Sod, and it is noteworthy because repeated in Luke ix. 49 by 
NBLE 157 Paris” a b e 1 W-H Sod against the mass in both 
places. 

See also . 

Mk. viii. 25. eveBrerev for eveBreev N°BL 28 273 (WA fam 13 244 440 

syr) W-H Sod. 

That the historic present was revived can be seen in other Mss as C* alone 
at Luke x. 30 cataBawei for xateBawev. Cf. Orig 2/3 Matt. xiv. 19 xerever. 

B is absolutely alone at Mark i. 18 using nxoAovovv for nKorovdncav 
against all Greeks and versions. 

Mark ii. 8. Aeyes (pro eemev) NBLW 83 892 [non min al. magni momentt | 

ef g2vg W-H & Sod tat. 
16. pr loco ott ex Over (pro ote noOvev NDL: Sod™) B83 2?* Paris*" b d 
[sed D® noQcev| ff r syr boh arm aeth W-H (avtov ec@ovta 
A plur af q goth). W e sec loco (pr. om) eo Over et manducat. 

ili. 8. roves (pro errovet) BLonly W-H tat [non Sod] against ND and 
all the rest +W and cursives. Only sah and boh® support BL. 

iv. 1. cuvayerac NBCLA® fam 18 28 604 892 Sod! et tat, (fam 1 
see below), against cvrnyOn DW unc® and =® all Latin and 
6 and versions, and cvvnyOncav A 2° al. pauc. and some 
verss, as Matt, while the 1 fam is hopelessly divided, 1-209 
reading cvvepyetas, 131 cvvepyovtar and 118 cvvny6n. 

vi. 1. epyetar (pro nde) NBCLA 892 W-H.¢& Sod tat, sed 
confuse Sod in notul. (a? venit, al. aliter: abiit wt D xamndOev 
sic) No minn except 892 join and this would seem a purely 
arbitrary change. Note that W elides exeev xa ndOev and 
has only cau e&Gev evs THv watpida avrov. (Obs. epyerar i. 40, 
v. 22, vi. 48, x. 1, xiv. 17, 37, 41, 66 by all ex lat? VENIT.) 
The reading of the group NBCLA is absolutely opposed by 
Origen : ‘Kato wapkos Se dynow Kat nrOev evs TV...” 


t Observe W alone at i. 26 avexpayev for dovncay of NBL 33 Paris” Orig W-H Sod 
and xpagas of|D and xpa€ay of the rest. 
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[A place of great conflict. I lay no emphasis upon it because tenses are 
all mixed up in this chapter : 


Mark vi. 16. edeyev NBCLA® 33 892 f bok | aitSdetbgailqrvg 
evTrev AD® 383 unc! et W ac ffr sah goth syr Sod] 
vil. 14. reves B 59 only (against exeyey NDW rell omn et latt 


et evrev Sod®® 2°° @ n syr copt) 
vill. 6. waparyyedres NBD*L 892 1 vg’ W-H Sod txt (praecipit, non 
al. latt et d = praecepit et ¢ ff2 jussit) 
Tapayyetvas Sod"? Qre 
TAPNyyElrE Rell et W et ereta&e vid Orig (kat 0 Mapxos. 
emetacte hyow avtos mavtas avakdwat* evOade de ov Kedevet 
adda TapayyedrEl TW OXAW avaxNOnvat. Hine perperam (?) 
Tapayyedres NBD*L. 

To these add perhaps. of the man cured of the Legion of Devils: 

v. 18. wa pet avtov nv (pro) B* A® only. The copts stopped 
to consider this passage, for instead of esset of the Latins, 
they have ‘follow ”’ or ‘‘ remain with,” or “ go with”’ as aeth, 
but all in indirect discourse. 

Vill. 36. wperer (pro wdherncer) NBL and Wii™ 892 an q Aug 
W-H Sod txt against all the rest (and against 33 Paris®” 
opernOncerat cf syr) and against sah boh Orig. Correct Tisch, 
for sah boh are clear. 


ix. 13. »@erov NBC*D® [contra d| LV 892W-H Sod txt, cf boh 
(k oportebat illum facere) 
nOernoav A une rell” WE® minn et Paris” latt | Male Sod | 


et d voluerunt sah. 
x. 10. ernpotov NBLAV Sod” min pauc et Paris® Laura’ % 892 
W-H & Sod tat 
emnpwtouv C cet 
ernpatncav D rell omn et WX® minn longe pl.latt copt syr goth. 
[In ver. 13 NBCLAY reverse thist and write the aorist against 
the imperfect, but in Mark these matters are very much involved. | 
Xv. ab. emimtev (pro execev) NBULWVT” (erimirtev) 892 [non Paris] 
boh W-H Sod, contra sah et latt™. This is nothing but a crib 
from boh [not sah, observe] and notice the manner of boh in 
expressing it. (Cf. D Clem sol. avarimte pro avarrece Luc xiv. 10) 
49, expatee _B sic, sed expatevte V*" (pro expatnoare rell). Until 
Mr. Lake published the text of V, B stood alone; not even 892 
has expatecte. 
x. 43. (pr loco) ectw (pro eta) NBC*DLA et WY Sod it! vg 
copt W-H Sod txt (contra rell). 
Observe in xii. 41 where S 273 use Oewpex (only ¢ vidit) against ePewper 
Gr rell and latt boh ‘ aspiciebat’ or ‘ videbat,’ Origen once uses Pewper and 
once eGewper. 


+ Soden amusingly abandons W-H and the group here, for he loves the imperfect. 
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And, as bearing on Alexandrian custom, exhibited elsewhere, observe 


the preference for the imperfect even over the present at 
Mark 


vi. 35. edeyov NBLAs Sod? 33 892 Paris” boh W-H Sod (quite 
a characteristic group) against Neyovew of nearly everything 
else and DW, while ié” say dicentes as sah. 

vii. 27. exeyery NBLA Sod"? 44 33 892 Paris” boh W-H Sod (Aeyer . 

D* 604 a g, Rell W et latt” et d sah evrev) 

x. 23. ekeyer N*C Sod (against Aeyer of B plur) 

And observe Clement when quoting x. 17 avoids both yovurerwy 
of D 28 fam 13 (geniculans lat) and yovumernoas Gr” (genibus 
prostratus a, et cum prodisset genibus kh) and says éyovu7éres. 

But the treatment of this matter generally in St. Mark by the 
NB family is quite different from that exhibited: in the other Gospels. 
Frequently they render an aorist for an imperfect. They were so bent 
on having their own way that I infer from this that if they were 
translating from Latin they often supposed the Latin imperfect would 
be better rendered by an aorist, but this subject is extremely com- 
plicated in Mark as in everything else in the Gospel. Take vi. 56 for 
instance. There are five imperfects in this verse ;  introvbat, © ponebant, 
® deprecabantur, “ tangebant, and © salvi fiebant. The first and third 
are agreed to by all, but NBLA W-H Sod and five lectionaries prefer 
etiecav to etiGovy, NBD*® (against d latin tangebant) LA min® a ff. and 
W-H prefer mfavto to nrtovto, and while nearly all are agreed as to 
ecwfovto (Suecwfovto N min aliq), 33 2? Paris” want ecwOncav with a, and 
A StecwO near. 


HARMONISTIC. 

Omissions. 

Ix. 38. — og ovk axorovber nut (vel we? nuwy Dad k) NBCLAY 
Sod”? 10 115 346 ?? 892 Paris Laura‘! Sod 1° [non txt] 
Hust 44 f [non goth| boh syr pers aeth. The character of this 
group makes it probable that they all consulted Luke and 
found the clause absent and so excised it from Mark. Why 
should nearly all the rest of the Greeks be so pleonastic if not 
genuine: os oux akodovber nutv Kal eKWAVOMEV AUTOV OTL OUK 
nkohovber nutv? But DXW latt complicate matters with 
Soden by leaving out the ore ove nxorovOer nut at the end. 

x. 6, —0o Geos by only NBCLA Sod** [non Sod''| ¢ 8 sah boh. Not 
even WV omits, and all others and syr, rell latt, aeth arm 
goth have it. The passage here must be influenced from Matt. 
xix. 4 where it is absent. 

19. Here again BKAITW<Y invite us to throw out St. Mark’s 
fn atoatepnons witnessed to by all Latins, by sy pesh sah 
boh aeth, by 8 and D and most Greeks, as well as by CL and 
c k which were with B at x. 13 fin (see above), which seems 
to be simply because the words are absent in the parallel 


Mark 
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accounts of St. Matthew and St. Luke. In A there is a big 
space showing the writer was aware of his strange recension. 
Syr sin and arm support B dc. and one lorn vg’. But the rest 
and the coptics are all against this excision nor do W-H Sod 
accept it. 


xiv. 68 jin. Kae (evdews) arextwp edovncev. This is omitted by NBL and 


veel). 


W [non 28] ¥ 892 Paris” Hust 17 ¢ syr sin sah boh [non aeth] 
W-H |non Sod| but by these only, and no doubt because not 
found in Matthew and Luke. The whole chapter has been a 
tissue of harmonies (in which Origen and D have played a 
part) and I do not refer to. many of them. The presence 
of W here, absent for the most part from the NB combinations 


in this chapter, is probably due to coptic influence, for both 


versions of the coptic omit here. But the Latins speak | 
with no uncertain sound including /, and with syr pesh and 
the rest of the Greeks including D and CA (otherwise 
generally with NBLW) oppose c, which here shows its ~ 
frequent critical Egyptian tendency. 

Observe B in the next verse omitting wadw alone with 
M Paris*’ coptics and W. Practically all oppose, including 


’ the friendly 892 and NCLA and Y, only varying the position. 


—ov apytepes B 1 [non fam] Paris [non 892] Sod° Hust 
13 17 boh [non sah] syr sin [non pesh] 

Cf. Matt xxvii. 18 where the words are absent, but we can 
give B the credit of omitting from homoioteleuton in Mark as 
the next words in xv. 11 are a repetition “‘ oz de apysepers.:>_ If 
I concede this, I would like my critics to allow me to date boh 
here quite as early as B, and not relegate poor boh to the 
vii century. 


. —Oerere (ante Toujcw) NBCA et WY 1 [non fam] 13-69 


[non 124-346] 33 291 892 Sod sah boh (wt Matt xxvii. 22) 
contra rell onm et Paris® latt syr aeth arm. Soden accepts the 
omission. 

Again here the presence of W is accounted for from coptic 
sympathy. 


Additions. 


1, 34. 


38. 


+yv eat post ote ndeicav avtrov by BLW 892 and CGM al. 
(rov xv) aeth and boh (ex Luc iv. 41) but absolutely contra- 
dicted by ND and the rest and even Paris” [against 28 2°° 604 
etc.| with syr goth pers and Vict diserte. Soden excludes. 
+addayou NBC*L 33 Paris” sah boh arm aeth, but against 
all others and W as well as 28 2?° 604 and latt syr (ex Luc iv. 48 
“Kal ETEPaLS TOoNETLY evayy. pe Ser”’...). Soden excludes. 
[This combination here of NBCL 33 Paris” against the rest 


“is only one recension, for at the end of the same verse they 
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Mark : ; 
have efmOov together against all the rest again, who have 


e£edndvOa or ednrvOa. | 
i. 40. +xvpse BCL WS Paris” al" copt arm aeth c e ff vg° (ex Luc 
v. 12 et Matt viii. 2) Not received by Soden. 
ili. 14. +ovs Kav arroctoNous wvomacev NBC*4 WA fam 18 28 238 
Sod™ [non Sod] 8 only with boh sah aeth (ew Lue vi. 18). 
This is opposed by all the rest and D and latt arm and goth and 
syr. Hort unfortunately takes it into his text without marginal 
comment but R-V and Soden cast it out as Tischendorf had done 
before them. W is errant here writing cau erouoev 18 wabntas 
Wa WoW [eT aVvTOU OVS Kal aTcoTONOUs wvojwacev, for W adds 
pabnras first and interposes wa wow pet avtov before making 
the addition. D and the Latins control the situation. 
vi. 20. (= Luke ix. 7) »zopeu for rover. See under ‘‘ Coptic.” 
49. ott havtacua eotw (pro davtacpa ewar) NBLA 33 892 
Paris’ W-H [non Sod| = Matt xiv. 26. 
Observe in the same verse the order em tys Oaracons 
mepuratouvta, of NBLA Sod? *! 33 ce 892 Paris”. syr sin 
only, is the order of Matthew, accepted by W-H and by Soden. 


Changes. 


( vill. 21. voevte (pro cumete) BS! (D) Vide sub “ Coptic.” 

I prefer not to regard this as harmonistic from Matt xvi. 11 
because of the presence of ovy in some copies and of Ge in 
sah, and because the sah word is almost voecre transliterated. ) 

ix. 14. eAOovtes...ecdov (pro AOwv...evdev) NBLUWAY 892 k sah arm 
Cf Matt. and Luke. See remarks elsewhere as to opposition to 
the rule of preferring the harder reading. Rejected by 
Soden. ; 

x. 13 fin. avtors =NBCLAYW Paris 892 ¢ k boh sah™* 1/2 W-H 
Tols Tpoadepovow practically all others and W2® minn omn 

vid and the other versions and all other Latins. 

This is simply accommodation by NB ete to the Matthaean 
and Lucan accounts and about as vicious a matter as we can 
find. There are only two sah codices here extant and they 
oppose each other. Westcott and Hort have the temerity to 
place avrovs in their text without a word in the margin, And 
—would it be believed ?—R-V ed. 1910 follows suit, with no 
footnote. It had corrected the harmonising blunder above of 
the same authorities, who wrote wa avtwy avyrav instead of 
wa avyyntai avtwy against Origen’s specific information, and yet 
here Souter’s edition perpetuates a fourth-century harmony, 
in very bad taste then as it is now. Soden avoids this. 
(Souter even restores emetysov for eretyuncayv of the same 
blundering authorities and W-H.) 


Mark 


(xiv. 69.) 


xv. 46. 
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I suppose the Revisers thought ¢ & strengthen the NB 
combination here for avrows, but what of all the others? The 
Latin side is the important one and all but ¢ & are with 
D d for tois mpoodepovow. How we can expect to proceed 
on any such unscientific lines I fail to see. Souter’s text 
corrects two trumpery mistakes in this verse of the same 
Greek group, one of order and one of tense, and then leaves 
the worst one in the text and the editor gives no authorities 
below. We shall never advance at this rate. Did they not 
realize when they accused NB of bad faith in taking the 
Lucan order for wa avtev awynta: that NB were looking at the 
parallels, and hence the further blunder ? | 

I hope to show elsewhere that the Latin of b d is the 
important thing-in Mark. And here we throw away the 
testimony of DW and sixteen other uncials, practically all 
cursives, all Latins but c hk, the syriacs including sin, goth, 
arm, and aeth in favour of the usual coterie of blind guides. 
They are only one, an entity, and that a critical recension. 
Not the neutral text. 

I merely make suggestions elsewhere, but I make free here 

to demand of the next revisers that to1s tpoopepovow be restored 
to Mark x. 13. Even Soden’s text holds it. 
Finally here B alone adopts the evrev of sah boh aeth for 
npEato Neyetv of absolutely everything else. All B’s friends 
desert him and leave him self-accusant of coptic conspiracy. 
This evrev in copt is the same here as at Matt. xxvi. 71 (where 
the Greek is Xeyer). Horner has spoiled my picture in sah by 
quoting B for np£ato Neyevy in error. 
everAnoeyv TH owdove Kat EOnKey (pro KaTeOnKev) aUTOV Ev wYNMaTL. 
NBC?-DL W217" 2° 892 Sod" [non Paris®™]| W-H prefer 
eOnxev to KateOnxey. eOnxev is found to be the expression in 
St. Matthew (xxvu. 60) and St. Luke (xxii. 53) and this may 
be classed as karmonistic on the part of NBC*DL, but it is 
worse; for why should they deny free speech to St. Mark 
when the very catacombs at Rome re-echo xate@nxev! For 
this expression is found on some early sepulchral tablets in 
the Christian catacombs, and doubtless St. Mark if writing 
in Greek wrote xateOnxev and not e@nxev. [A = xaOnxev ; 
Soden and Tisch retain cateOnxev. | : 


Improvement. - 


1. 7. epyeTat o toxupotepos pou omiaw (—pouv seq) only B and 


Orig 1/2 against all others and against Origen close by 
distinctly pov omicw pov. Hort places this second pov in 
square brackets, but it is quite against the weight of evidence. 
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Mark 


23. 


ilan. 


iv. 28. 


38. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


The only others to vary are b 1 q which elide the first pov, and 
Aj 273 8 ff, t which leave the first wou and elide omicw pov. 


. wate cuventew avtous (pro wate suv. mpos eavtous rell) NB only 


W-H (cf. b e ff ¢ —avtovs) against Paris” and the rest. 
Sod has no new witness. W has kat cuve&ntovy mpos eavTous, 
cf syr. 


. A question of “pairs” as in Matthew, or rather of triplets. 


Sate ov wad. lwavvov kar ov pad. tov hap. vyotevovow ov Se cot 
(—paOnra) ov vncr. B elides the third wa@yras (fourth in the 
verse) with only two cursives (127 and 2°°) and most mss of 
the bohairic; so [W-H]. Tisch does not record this for boh 
and Horner forgets to put it in his sah apparatus. 

odomrovewy (p70 odov Trove) BGH 1 872 892 Sod’ (Om W, 

habens TiXXewv pro TiAXovTES). 

avupBovrdoy edioouv (pro cup. emotovy vel etrouncay) BL 
fam 13 28 2”° 604 boh** Sod*** et txt, against Paris®’ and d 
evo.ovy With the mass, against eovovvto W Sod”, against 
etroinouv SCA Sod”? boh?' sah, and against D® and a qrovovrTes. 
—pov fin BD® arm? W-H only [contra d rell omn et verss | 
This is another question of ‘‘ pairs’? where we have so often 
found B guilty before. It is quite natural. The phrase is tus 
EOTW N LNTHP fou KaL OL adeAdoe prov, Witnessed to by all other 
Greeks (but W, see below), all Latins and syr copt aeth. 
Ambrose 1/2 and Aug agree (libere) with BD*, and W goes 
further and elides jou after wntnp retaining it after adeddor, 
thus giving the lie direct to BD", although not as usual 
wholly supporting the Latins. Westcott and Hort adopt 
the omission of BD* just because B and D™ happen to agree. 
It is wholly unscientific, because small d is supported by all 


others. Soden avoids this. 


ectev (pro eta) bis BLA W-H. Ionic form. WN has eter 
sec. (but omits eta craxvy altogether). N° inserts evta atayur 
but allows evrev 7X. following to stand. 
For “at nv avtos ere tH TpuLvyn ETL TO mpocKxepanator 
cabevdov”? NABCDLAW fam 1 fam 13 17 28 53 61 77 11€ 
273 604 892 Laura4! Sod Hust 48 222 semel it vg ete. 
would substitute ev for the first ewe: ‘in puppi.” But can 
we conceive that a revision would put in this eu? Rather 
is it the hand of revision which removes this emt so as tc 
have but one eve in the sentence, and substitutes ev for the 
first. This seems logical. I assume here a Greek original. I. 
we assume a Latin original, then the matter simply is a questior 
of two recensions or translations. Soden prints év as W-H. 
The sah here is a little picturesquely amplified, while bo/ 


expresses emu (or ev) Tt mpuuvn by one word eQidapor 
“behind,” ‘‘ retro.” 
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See Wetstein ad loc. quoting Hom. Od. “...em txprodev 
yNadhupns wa vnypetov evdor tpvurys.” Cf Liddell and Scott 
under cxpia and Homer Od. 1. 353. 
vy. 27. axovoaca ta wept Tov ww N*BC*A Host 33 W-H [non Sod]. 
Hither due to retranslation, improvement, or from AKOYCACANEPI. 
36. mapakovcas (proakxovcas) N* &°> BLAS et W 892* ? e (contra 
rell omn et latt rell omn copt syr). This must be a “nicety,” 
as rendered by e “‘ Ths autem neglecait sermonem,”’ referring to 
the previous verse where the messengers report that the daughter 
is dead and add ‘‘ Why dost thou trouble the Teacher ?”’ 
Sod follows Hort and Tisch, but adds 2°° | contra Cronin]. 
All Latins oppose with D, but e joining W and NBLA 
shows the hand of revision. 

As Dr. Scrivener comments on this in his ‘ Plain Introduction’ I will - 

add here the other two examples in St. Mark which he discusses : 

x. 16. katevroyes NBCA Sod”? 892, carnuroyes LNW Paris®” ys" Pst 
(pro evroyer (nuroyee TP 28 al.) ADEHK*MSUVXII et W 
min, evoynoev PGK? e8* ust 28 Sod") I give the evidence 
in full. Scrivener did not know of NW2®Y or Paris®’. 
(Latt = benedicebat). Soden prints catevAoyer. 

xu. 17. eEeOavpafov NBY b W-H Sod, eOavpafov D°LA Sod? *: 2 Qre 
Laura“? 892 latt boh (ebavyafovto D*), eOavpacay ACNXITII 
al. unc? et WS® al. pl. k sah. I add here the evidence of 
W2® and Y unknown to Dr. eouener 604 and Paris*’ read 
eOavpacar. 

Now hear Dr. Scrivener: é, 

_. “qrapaxovoas, ‘overhearing,’ instead of axovoas, may be deemed 
probable on the evidence of N* BLA and the Latin e, which must have had 
the reading, though it mistranslated negleait.” (A note to this observes 
that Lucian certainly gives the word this meaning.) ‘‘ We gladly credit 
the same group (NBCLA 4737 Hvst 150 259) with another rare compound 
Katevroyes in x. 16 whose intensive force is very excellent. In xu. 17 
a similar compound efe@avyafor is too feebly vouched for by NB alone.”’ 

Thus Dr. Scrivener. I cannot agree with him. This is very old- 

fashioned criticism and neglects the force of the grouping. As a matter 
of fact the last illustration is rather better attested than the others in 
a way, because an independent enters in, in the person of the Latin Ms 0, 
which by adding vehementer to mirabantur, alone among Latins, provides 
the force of e€eOavuafov. The Latins also give us the imperfect. If I 
am correct as to ) being the most important base key of the whole Old 
Latin in St. Mark, this is a most serious place, as showing (if b has not 
been revised here on an Old Greek like NB) that NBY got e£e@avyafov when 
translating a Latin like b, or using a Greek base the counterpart of b.t 


t But 473 (2°°) is wrong. 
t ¢ ff, use admirabantur, k admirati sunt, but the others mir abantur. 
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Now as to the other two places. Dr. Scrivener favours wapaxovoas 
supported by N*et*> BLA® and W e, and xcatevdoyer supported by NBCA 
(LNW Paris” y** Ps"). I believe, on the contrary, that this is either pure 
revision (‘‘improvement”’) or is to be accounted for by translating into 
Greek, at any rate in the second place “ benedicebat.” The reason is this. 
Why should “ Antioch” or any other revision have sought to displace 
Tapakovcas and Katevdoye if they were such good expressions that they 
commend themselves to the critic as haying intensive force? Is it 
reasonable, is it probable, is it possible that all the other recensions and 
documents cast out these good intensive expressions? Where are the 
1 family, the 13 family, and 28 and 33 and 157, 2° and 604 and others 
usually so friendly? 'To support the theory of wzapaxovaas and KkatevrXoyet 
being original and basic, we must do this: we must accuse 33 of having 
come to this placet and having deliberately rejected these good 
readings. We must similarly accuse fam 1 fam 13 in their entirety 
of the same course. We must accuse 28 (sister of W) of having 
seen Trapaxovoas and xatevdoyer and of having rejected them.. Similarly 
we must accuse 2’° and 604 of the same proceeding. I wish to state 
this matter thus, once for all. It has not been put to us thus before, 
but daily and hourly for years I have been confronted with this 
proposition, and it is this which causes me to write this whole essay 
on NB. ' 

Cursive Mss, most friendly otherwise, desert the revisers of Egypt 
just when they should be expected to support them in “‘ good ” “ plausible ” 
or “‘improving”’ readings. ‘And it is this which causes me to believe that 
the boot is entirely on the other foot and that what we have been taught 
were revisions at Antioch or elsewhere are nothing of the sort, but that 
it is the beloved group NBCL, +A in St. Mark and ¥, which come 
from the same parent-revisor of the ‘‘true” text. They sought to 
improve. 

It was old-fashioned and unscientific of Dr. Scrivener to welcome ¢ 
as strengthening the cause of the small group (which is simply an 
integer recopied) for mapaxovcas, although W* now upholds, because, 
as I have shown, W e¢ are simply one, and because e is away from all 
other Latin support here. Similarly «atevdoyer is not strengthened by 
Y Paris*’ particularly. It merely indicates that these mss found this 
in their exemplars (of the same stem exactly as NB) and if they found 
this here why should they not also be truthfully copying when they do not 
reproduce other doubtful things which we find in NB? That is the 
question. And that is why the mss junior to NB in years, but of the 
same parentage, should be useful to us in checking the traditional text, 
and not by casting away their check when it displeases us, lead to the 
perpetuation of erroneous readings or renderings in NB. 


t 33 is wanting at x. 16, but extant at xii. 17. 
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Ags to Paris®’. 


Thus Paris’ does not read wapaxovoas in y. 36. I subjoin a com- 
parison of some readings of Paris®’ in this same chapter (verses 1/13) to 
show exactly how Paris” stands compared to ® and B. 


Mark 
Vv. 1. yepyernvev Paris*’ LUA ete § (yepacnvwy NBD) 
2. e&eXOovtos avTov 4s NBCLA 892 
UITNVTNG EV Pe NBCDGLA 
3. pYnacw 4 NB plur (uvnuelots DH al.) 
anvoeo ly s N plur (atvcee BCL W) 
OUKETL OVdELS = NBCDLA 892 
4, dia TO AUVTOV TOXN. ,, B plur (6s avtov 7oAr. &, dia To 
: moAr. W, ott TOAX. avtov D) 
6. Kai wWov = NBCLA 892 
TMPOTEK., AUTW ‘3 ND plur (mp. avrov BACLA) 
8. edeyev yap 2 B plur (kau edeyev &) 
9. ovopa poe ce NS plur (+eotw B) 
10. atrocteiAn avtovs ,, AM al. (avtovs aw. DFE FGHSU, 
: avta atroot. BCA, avtov atroor. NL, 
atroat. avtov KII, —avtovs 892) 
13. evondOov N plur (eon\Oev BT” Sod") 
noav de ws OicxXiX A unc” (om noav 6& NBCDLA 892) 
and so it runs to- 
36. akovoas Paris*’ plur et 892 ex emend (aapaxoveas 
NBLWA e) 


Improvement (continued). 


Mk. vi. 24. tov Bamtifovros NBLA* Sod? 2°° W-H Sod against all 
the rest (and 28, Scholz misled Tisch as to 28) tov Bamrictov 
and W as copt and Jatt. 

It is difficult in Mark to know where to class this. It 
may be due to retranslation. If ‘‘ foundation” on the part 
of NBLA* then how did all the rest get tou Bamtictov? But 

if the Latin baptistae was original, then we can see NBLA® 
translating independently of DW and the rest. 

25 fin. Of course the Latin remains constant here with baptistae. 
L repeats tov Bamrifovtos, but NBA 2?° here go with the rest 
for tov Bartictov while it is 604 and 892 which go alone to 
join L here. 

51 fin. e&votavto (pro e&votavto Kat eOavpatov) NBLAA* ( fam 1) 
28 [non 604 non Paris*’] 892 copt ¢ ff, 116 vg syr sin W-H Sod, 

This is seeking to remove a conflation and is a very interest- 
ing example. Various proof offers as to this. In the first 
place both D and W with the rest hold the double expression. 
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d is strengthened by b q f 7 syr?“" arm aeth (a adds cum 
admiratione). Further the 1 family swbstitute e&erdnocovto 
for e£cotavto while cancelling cat eGavyagov, showing what they 
were driving at, and, may I ask, why should all other Greeks 
conflate including Paris’? This ms has been consistently 
following the fortunes of NB in this chapter (against D 2? 
yell) but now deliberately says that this is not a conflation, but 
is oviginal. Nor is it imported in any way from St. Matthew. 
The ‘‘ conflation’ was undone by NBLA in my opinion as an 
‘“‘improvement,”’ and upon reference to John vi. 19 where «as 
epoSnOncav is the expression. Finally note that 2°, like the 
1 family, was exercised here, and while omitting \vav ‘earlier in 
the verse, finishes thus: e&otavto Kat eOavpafoy Lav ev eavTots. 


. pavticwvtat NB 40 53 71 86 179 237 240 244 259 sah Huthym 


W-H instead of Barticwytat D rell and W with the important 
minuscules and latt. In Apoc xix.138 N* and N° with P favour 
“sprinkling ”’ as against BeBaypevov of most, but there Hipp 
and the Latins are with them. Here in Mark the character 
of the cursives suggests distinctly that the change was made by 
NB, and not by the others. Not only do DW reli oppose, but 
fam 1 13 28 157 2° 604 892 and even Paris” have Barticwrtat. 
This is the more important as to the latter because imme- 
diately following Sod’ Paris*’ alone with B write azep 
edaBov for a tapeaBov showing the B base in this detail and 
contradicting pavticwvta. Cf. Merx, p. 70, ad loc. ‘deren 
schlimmste und sachlich ganz verkehrte in NB.’ 


. -exewa NBULA Sod? # 2r° Paris’ Hust 48 49 boh (against 


sah and the rest of Greeks and all Latins). This seems a 
distinct effort to remove a superfluous word, which no doubt 
from the testimony of DW etc.is basic. Cf. Paris®’ which goes. 
further and elides eotw, writing “‘ ta Kowouvta Tov avOpwrrov ” 
(almost the antithesis of B’s unique 70 xowovy avtov above, 
which Paris” does not adopt). Soden omits exewa. 

—ot dayovres NBLA Sod? *° 441 33 892 Paris” Hust* 18 
19 49 150 sah™s’ boh™*. The same group approximately 
as above, although a whole chapter further on. There is no 
particular reason for adding ot dayovtes (which all the rest 
and DW have) but there is a possible ‘‘nicety’’ involved in 
removing the words as unnecessary. Sod‘ omits. 


. €Onxev tas xeipas emt, for ereOnkerv Tas yerpas emer only by 


BL 892 Sod“** against all else Gf we except syr copt) and all 
Latins ¢rposuit (or izponens as a with D2” 604 embeds). 
This seems to be from a desire to avoid the double em. If 
eOnxev ... cre Were original, why should a revision strive for 
pleonasm by changing cOyxev to emeOnxev ? Soden refuses eOnxev. 


Mark 


ix. 29. 


41. 


peter We 


tbid. 
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—Karvnotea NB k Clem W-H [non Sod] against everything 


else as well as the new W>©® and even ¥ and Paris’ and 892. 


Cf. Merx, pp. 103/4. 

[& has ‘‘in orationibus”’ not ‘‘in oratione”’ for ev mpocevyn, 
but so have b gq and r d (contra D**) “in orationibus et 
jejuniis,” and i vg? “in orationibus et jejunio.”] 

The syriacs (with boh? arm aeth) give ‘‘fasting”’ the place 
of honour, reading ev vyoteva Kat Tpocevyn. 
ev ovopaTl Lov oTL xpiatou eote. No less than ABC*KLNII* 
and S®W3 1 [non fam] 892 Paris*’ Laura‘! and eight other 
cursives + five of Sod remove this wov. 'Tischendorf says ‘‘vdtr 
propter pleonasmum onussum esse; st quis intulisset pov, 
evecisset opinor ott yv eote.” He found that N not only held pou, 
but substituted ewov for yprorou afterwards, reading “ ev ovopate 
pov oTt ewov eotat,’ hence he was trying to account for the 
absence of wovin B. His explanation is quite possible, for all 
Latins have meo and quia ype estis (only ffo substitutes Dni 
for ype and & suppresses estis) and if we regard the Latin as a 
whole to be basic we must come to the same conclusion. In 
other words it is a smoothing away of a supposed difficulty. 
Kat edtoackev Kat edeyey NBCLAWV 6 fam 13 k 6 boh (aeth) 

(syr) Orig W-H & Sod tat. 

This I believe to be another clear case of improvement by 
“pairs.” t For sixteen verses we have had much disagreement, 
but the Latins have been more or less divided. Here they rise 
in a body and with sah (against boh) they contradict the group 
NBCLAY Orig W-H Sod, and have with all other Greeks, in- 
cluding W>® 2?° 604 Paris®’ and LauraA 1 , cas edvdacKev Aeyov. 

In xi. 1-16 Orig and NB have been much divided but here 
they conspire together. 

This is followed closely by werrounxate by BLAY Orig W-H Sod 
only. The LXX quotation, as pointed out in the notes on 
Matthew, does not lend itself to any particular form of the 
verb. But nearly all Greeks use ezroujcate here, including the 
Latinisers 2?° and 604 and the friends of NB, viz Sod°® 892 
Paris*’ and Laura4!, and if werounxate had been basic why 
should all change, for the aorist is hardly an improvement here ? 


. Within seven verses we here get another Dene of 


improvement by ‘ pairs.” 
ooa Tpocevyerbe Kat atercbe NBCDLAY 892 Paris’ 
Laura‘? [non al. Sod| acd ff.2k syr Cypr W-H & Sod tat. 
A unc rell? et WE® minn 
rell omn vid b et latt rell. 


00a TPODEVVOMEVOL autera Oe 


+ Asa matter of fact A repeats the eclonietea 1 in verse 18, 3, writing Kat nkovoy. 
kat e(ntovv for Kat nxovaav...Kat e(nrour. © 
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The three cursives seem to be the only supporters of the five 
uncials with NB. Dd of course lend support, but in view of 
the other arguments against such “pairs” Dd may have 
followed the ‘improvement’? here, which W* and 6, two 
equally good witnesses, take pains to contradict. Besides, if 
mpocevyerbe Kar ateucbe were fundamental, why should a 
revision change to tmpocevyopevot atteccobe? Whenever a 
copula has to be added to make such a change it is suspicious. 
(Sah boh here do not help to recover the original reading). 
If I submitted this without the one at xi. 17, the correctness 
of the inference might well be impugned. Kindly consider the 
two matters together and then the addition of D d may not be 
considered so weighty in the second place. (Sod°*° abstains.) 

Besides, consider Origenti??-°° eay ornxnte mpocevxopevol 
MuoTeveTe OTL AawBaveTe Kat AneoOe, thus merging er but 
implying a probable antagonism to NB. 


xii. 24 init. edy avtows 0 enoovs NBCLAY 33 892 Paris’ Sod e 


xiv 15; 


Sod sah boh syr pesh [contra syr ie 

This is the ‘shorter’ text. Such introductions have 
occurred several times already in this Gospel (and see below 
xu, 29). I have hesitated to brand them as “‘ improvements ”’ 
in deference to the shorter text. But here Origen®® (with 
the rest of the Greeks and all the Latins) comes to say that 
aroxp.ies 0 maoous evrrev (avTows) is the Marcan text. There- 
fore the previous passages involving this ‘‘ cutting’’ (generally 
with copt) must be viewed with suspicion. The group itself 
is plainly self-accusant of a special line of work, and as it 
would appear editorial, some time back in the third century. 
Consider xii. 27 fin again the “ shorter”’ text ‘“‘7rokv mAavacbe”’ 
NBCL WAY 892* Sod'**4 “8 k sah boh against all others (even 
33 and Paris*’ oppose) and we see the same group at work. 
For the others including sy7 pesh have the longer expression. 


. Out of six varying orders BLT" 2?* 892 Sod” 8 et txt elect to 


use avtov ect vios. Of remarks on ‘‘ Genitive before the 
noun’ in Luke. Here in Mark the possessive precedes the noun 
according to coptic usage but the verb comes last: avtou vios 
eat by sah boh and 179 7° goth, so that (taking into con- 
sideration vios avtov eotw of N rell pl. and b, and eotw vios 
avtov of D d it!", and eatw avtov vios of Ak 8) the order of BLT 
seems to be a grammatical preference combined with coptic. 
els Thy orxtav =NBLYV 245 Sod*" °° ¢ k sah boh [non aeth} 
syr pesh [non sin] W-H [non Sod | 
This I think is a clear case of improvement. It is opposed 
by D and all the rest, including not only W 28 and the 
minuscules (2" only has the shortened clause ‘‘ cau o emt Tou 
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Swpatos pn KataBaTw es THY oLKiay avtov”’) but by 892 
Paris’ and Laura“! sy7 sin and all the other non- Egyptian 
Latins, arm and aeth. The reason is to avoid Mark’s 
characteristic pleonastic touch, for he undoubtedly wrote: 
o Oe (or cat o D it!) ere Tov dwpmatos pon KaTaBaTw evs THY oLKLaY 
pnde ecceOatw apat TL ex THs oLKLas avtov. The compiler of 
the NBLY recension seems to have forgotten Mark’s method. 
See below again at xiv. 19. This will be a good place to 
exhibit it. 


Mark’s Diction. 


I take the liberty of extracting from Sir John Hawkins’ list some of 
the longer expressions in St. Mark’s synoptic diction.| They are very 
interesting as showing on-the one hand semitic pleonasm (and no doubt: 
more true to life than the shortened forms in St. Matthew ““* St. Luke) 
and on the other a kind of Roman rhetoric which Mark may have 
imbibed amid Roman surroundings. 


Mark 


i, 32. 
eA. 
45, 
ii. 20. 
25. 
ili. 26. 
ivy 5. 
8. 
21. 
39. 
v. 19. 
ibid. 
23. 
. Kat pnoev wpednGeroa adda parXov ets TO YELpov EAPovaA 
. hoBnGeca Kat TpEemovea 
. Tt OopuBevabe Kau (TL) KNaLETE 
. KL EV TOLS OVYYEVEVTLY AVTOU KAL EV TN OLKLA AUTOV 
. ecabev. .ex TNS Kapdias 
. OUTW VOELTE OVOE TUVLETE 
. KATLOSLAY {LovOUS 
. wa Toda TAOn Kar eEovIerwOn 
5. eoTas TaVT@Y EexXAaTOS Kal TaYTwY SLAKOVOS 


. GTVYVAGAS.» 
. VUV EV TM KALP® TOVT® 


ovrias Se yevowevns ote edu (educev) 0 NALOS 

atn\ev at avtou 7 NEeTTpa Kat Exalepic On 
KNPUTCELY TOMA KAL diahnurfery Tov Noyou 

TOTE VNTTEVTOVAIV EV EKELYN TN NMEPA 

YpElay ETXEV KAL ETTELVATEV 

ov dvvatat aTabnvat adra TENOS EVEL 

emt TO TeTpwoes (VEl ETL TA TETPWON) KAL OVK ELEY YNV TOANHY 
KaptTov avaBawovta Kat avéavorvta (vel avEavopevor) 
vTro Tov pod.tov TEOn N UTTO THY KNLYNY 

EKOTTATEV O AVELOS KAL EYEVETO YaAnVN bEeyady 

€lS TOV OLKOV TOU Tpos TOUS GoUS 

Oa O KUPLOS TOL TETTOLNKEY Kat NENTEV GE 

wa o@0n Kat Snon 


AUTFOULLEVOS 


+ Pp. 189/141. 


I have modified some passages slightly to Bos some Ms 


evidence, and excluded others where the mss vary. 
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Mark 
xil. 44, wavta oca evyev. .odov Tov Biov 


Xill. 28. amanos yevntas kat exhun Ta pudda 
29. eyyus ect emt Oupats (and Matthew, not Luke) 
xiv. 1. to macya Kat Ta alupa (Compare Luke) 
. APeTE AUTNY * TL AVTN KOTTOUS TrAapEXETE 
15. ectpwpevov eronov (Some Latins and Orig expand further.) 
30. onpepoy TaVTN TH VUKTL 
61. ecrwra Kat ovk atrexpivato ovdev (vel Kat use aTrekp.)} 
xv. 21. wapayovta . . epxomevov am’ aypou 
32. wa wWwpev Kal TICTEVTwpEV (AUT) 
42. eres nv TupacKeun o eotw TpocaBLatov (vel mpos caBBf. vel pw 


caPB.) 
xvi. 2. (Avav) wpwe. . (eT) avateitXavTos Tov HrLOU 
[Add xi. 15, xiv. 19. ] 
Improvement (continued). 
Mark 


xii. 85. 7) oe 4 we. (pro owe n per.) NBCLA*¥1 892 Sod? 209 fam ga 
et Sod k ? sah boh aeth 

The first ») is an addition by these authorities to make the double 
‘pair’ t against all else, and W2® Origen®*** and Orig'™ 38". 

In this we cannot tell whether the sahidic got it from these six 
Greeks or the Greeks from the sahidic, as in sah the expression is 
literally the same: q...H; in boh it is Ey.-ef. 

To xii. 15 now add xiv. 19 jin, where kas adros pnts eyo is omitted 
by NBCLPA et W [non 28] © min alig g.1 8 vg sah boh syr aeth. This 
looks like a strong combination, but for the clause are ranged DA W?XIT'Il 
unc et {®, all the important minn including fam 1 fam 13 (both in their 
entirety) 28 [hiat 33] 157 2° 604 892 Laura’! etc (and Paris®’, the 
latter apparently having «az o adXos without pyte eyo sec) § a (mut b) d 
F (mut goth) foi k q (mut r) Orig, and it ts decidedly in Mark’s manner. 
Absent in Matthew it may well have been thought redundant here and 
early removed. As Sir John Hawkins’ book is based on Westcott and 
Hort’s text he naturally does not have on his list this place or xiii. 15. 
The full context here at xiv. 19 is: ‘(kav vel ov de) npEavto AuTELa aL Kat 
Aeyeww avTw evs Kata (vel KAA) ELS pNTLEYwH Kal aAAOS NTL eyo.” It is 
this kat addos pte eyo which the itala supports with D wnc'® minn longe 
pl and Origen against the Egyptian coterie of uncials plus a few scattering 


+ azexpi6y) of D is a form no doubt later than the second century. See Moulton’s 
review of Thackeray’s Grammar of Old Testament Greek in J.T.S. January 1910, 
pp. oe Belt 

‘“n oe n peo., 1 adextp. n moar’ instead of “ oe n peo. n adexTp. n mPa.” 


: : Cf c in peculiar manner inverting: ‘ nunquid ego aut alius hoe singuli coeperunt 
icere.’ 
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cursives (see below) and sah boh syr aeth [not arm apparently]. To the 
previous evidence for omission we have now to add W, but given its © 
Egyptian environment this witness has not here a very grave importance, 
and 28, its sister, contradicts it. It seems almost incredible that this 
very pleonastic clause should have been added, but very natural that it 
should have been subtracted as quite redundant. We are however doing 
violence to Mark’s own distinct method (as exhibited above) if we elide 
the words, and Origen is a witness here for the words ***° distinctly 
Marcan (0 d¢ papxos ott npEavto NuTrErc Oar Kat Neyerv avTw evs KAO Eva... .) 
but Origen is here put out of court by the critics because he fails to 
uphold the doctrine of codices otherwise sympathetic. Thus we are up 
against a wall of prejudice which has forced the critics to follow certain 
rules involving the impeccability of certain witnesses. The addition here 
-is absolutely Mark-like and I believe in D and the ztala with Origen. 
against the other versions and NBW etc. This is practically a key place 
as to how much force such a strong grouping for omission should 
exercise. And we cannot consider it apart from Mark’s habitual 
manner. Soden does not omit, although retention stultifies his other 
readings with the same group. 

Tisch claims min” for omission, but I doubt if there be as many. 
Among them are 17 106 181? 218 s** Hust 79 10 12 14 17 86. Thus 
none of Matthaei’s codices and only one of Scrivener’s. Soden adds five. 

Finally consider the Latin expressions for es Ka evs (evs Kata evs 
NBLA [non W] ¥ 892; Beza ews xara | = nas evra] evs; evs exaotos C; 
ets Tap ets 244; es xa?” eva Orig) for there is quite a difference between 
singillatim of vg g21, and singult of the principal vett. The singuli 
allows of nuwmquid ego with the addition et alius nunquid ego, while 
singillatim assumes the stop after nuwmaquid ego without further addition 
as if when Jerome was translating his Greek he adopted this on purpose, 
not proposing to amplify the clause. 

k indeed transfers singulis to the end after the double clause, 
thus: ‘‘ Illi autem coeperunt contristari et dicunt illi numquid ego alius 
numquit ego singulis.” Observe c, cited above. 

Mark 

xiv. 29. Indeed it is a question whether Mark’s pleonastic manner 
has not been pruned at this place also. For e xav mavtes 
cKxavoanicOnoovtat adX ove eyw there is added by D d ff, 
qr? vg® ov cxavdaricOnoopar. And to this witness now add 
(teste Buchanan) b: nunquam scandalizabor, exactly as (teste 

Horner) the sah ms™, 
36 fin. Or at this place, where to: add ov Te eyw OedXw (or Ar 
ovy o eyw Oedw D) adda Te ov (or add Oo ov D) there is found 
the addition of Aedes in D Sod? 2°°¢ ct abedf ff, (hiat 2) 


t Tisch. omits 2?°, 
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go q (7?) vg® sah boh arm aeth. It is rather curious that the 
coptics add, but not NB reli gr nor W. Buchanan now adds 
b to all these other Latins. 


xv. 46 init. Or indeed here, where all Latins have o Se wond 


(following tw wond ver 45 fin) with D> [hiant N@] Sod 
ore and a very few cursives against all Greek uncials and W. 
It is quite possible that the first Latin draft of Mark contained 
this, and that it was removed in the first Greek as rather 
unnecessary and xa: substituted. At any rate it is very 
peculiar to find such a clash of arms as occurs here when 
all Greeks and W are for «av against all Latins and D> Sod**° 
88 106 435 2° Sod}? § 38 for o de wwond (nm syrPe™ MB cae 
twon) especially as in the previous verse W is with D 1 124 
Qre Sod" substituting mapa tou xevtupsmvos for amo Tov 
xevTuptovos, and yet here opposes. And in verse 46 again goes 
with D d (2”°) alone for evs thy owédova (pro Tn cwbove). 


Consider also xi. 11 ovas ovens (—tys wpas) by BA alone. Cf. 
John xx. 19 ovens ovy ofrras and Thucyd. (i. 50) 1d de nv owe. 
And Mark xiv. 3 of the contents of the alabaster box : 


IVs OOo. 


KaTeyeev avTov Kata THs Kehadrns. This cata is removed by 
NBCWA 6 1 [non 118-209] 28 435 892 Sod’: et Sod (k: et 
perfudit eum a capite). ez is substituted by D Hvst 20 sah 
boh (syr) it, but Arrian (quoted by Wetstein) supports the N.T. 
use: “Bade edadvoy mraidapiov evs to Badavewov, eBadov av 
yaplov, Kat aTewv KaTAa TNS KEpadys avTOV KATEXEOD.” 
mpocevxyecbe wa pun evoedOnte evs Treipacpov.”” N*B 13-346- 
556 Sod? and q are for making it 7p. wa py edXOnte evs 
metpagov to remove the double es. Sod follows NB and W-H 
here. 

The other 21 Greek uncials, ‘painatge CDLA and ¥7” and - 
W as well as the great cursives and 892 Paris” Laura4 ™, are 
all against NB, while 69-124 give the lie to 13-346-556 of this 
family. When the NBCLAWY family (for it is a family of 
uncials in Mark just as much as fam 13 of cursives) is divided, 
and only two of its members, NB, go apart, and CLAY, four 
of its members, join the great majority, why should we favour 
NB? Consider for a moment, if «A@y7e were original, why 
change to ewedO@nre and invite the pleonasm? The answer 
would be that all these 21 Greek uncials have been 
accommodated to Matthew and Luke, where we read 
EvceNONTE ES Tmetpac pov | I think the charge here is rather 
ridiculous, for if so it is a conspiracy of W (the contemporary 
of NB) as well as of 20 other uncials and 1,000 cursives. 
Rather is it that the Greek recension of Mark, as I am 
trying to point out, is a thing apart and must be reckoned 


Mark 


xv. 36. 


XVl. 


39. 
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with as such, and that here NB were merely ‘“ improving” 
evcehOnte evs and do not hold the neutral base against all else. 
I have excluded, as a rule, passages which were liable to 
reaction from synoptic parallels, and only adduce this with 
some hesitation. See below for confirmation at xvi. 5. 
Tis (pro eis) NBLAW 892 Paris 6 (arm) against all else, 
all Latins (but 6), sah boh aeth, and syr (although it will 
bear both interpretations). The above little group is simply 
an entity deriving from one revising parent. I do not cite 
it aS a special case of improvement, for e€ic may have 
been simply misread as TIC, but in order to emphasise the 
basic entity of this group as a whole. Not a ‘“ neutral” 
entity however, as Hort the Revisers and Soden [against all 
other Mss| indieate by placing ves in their texts, because all . 
the Latins oppose, except 6 over A* of the group. 
More grave is the omission of xpagas here by NBLY 892 
and copt. No others. W, which has a lacuna xv. 12-38, 
begins again just before this, and has xpaéas with all the rest. 
See my ‘Genesis of the Versions,’ vol. i. p..403 seq for the 
explanation. A avoided this in the eighth century. Hort 


’ revived the error in the nineteenth, and R-V followed suit, 


40. 


and Souter’s edition of 1910 maintains it and Soden also omits. 
As to & that Ms merely substitutes exclamavit for e€ervevcev. 
—nv NBL [non AV] p** 892 vg 1/2 W-H & Sod tzt. 

+nv all the rest and WSW Paris”, DA and all Old Latin 
extant and vgg"'* boh (sah ect). As to the Latin Wordsworth 
remarks ‘‘ emendatio Hieronymiana ut videtur ex graeco”’ for 
Amiatinus and ten vulgates omit against the Old Latin. 

(The syriacs and aeth omit ev ats nv). 


. EMoveat (pro ecedMovea) Only B 127 against all the other 


Greeks friendly to B. This is another case of real ‘‘ improve- 
ment” on account of the es following: ‘‘ cau ewedovear evs 
To pvnuevov.’ See B in the other Gospels. Hort places 
edOovoa in his margin, obviously hking B’s method. 


Change without Improvement. 


Among many we fasten at once upon xvi. 4. Here we are on firm 
ground before the famous dispute as to what follows xvi. 8. 


XVl. 


4, 


avakexumioTat (pro atroxexudtotat) NBL W-H#.V. Sod. This 
is of the stone, and appears to represent a mistaken view of the 
way in which the stone was placed in Jewish burial places. 
Neither A nor V-join NBL here, nor any minuscules, not 
even 892 or Paris®’, while the itala Mss with D (avroxexvAtopevor) 
all have revolutwm except n = amotum. The question is of 


Mark 
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rolling away, rolling away from, not lifting or rolling up. 
To think NBL (as Hort and R.V., Sod text) represent a 
“neutral” text because avoxex. is the expression in Matthew 
and Luke is to do violence to the whole synoptic problem. 
The mass of authorities did- not accommodate to Matthew 
and Luke here (against NBL) for VY witnesses against its 
friends with the rest, but it only proves once more that the 
textual situation in St. Mark is quite different from that in 
the other Gospels as regards NBL, and the matter of 
retranslation here in St. Mark must be taken into account. 
Observe the amotwm of n. Under avaxudwd5em or avaxviww In 
the Lexicon the significant and only remark is Alex. xuPepv. 
i. 7. Thayer gives also Alexis in Athenag. Leian. Dion Hal. 
Plut., but under azroxvaA. Josephus and the LXxX three 
times. [See Postscript in Part II. Tisch has misreported N]. 
avéavopeva (pro avfavovra ILL® unc? vel av&avopevov 
ACDLAW) by SB Laura‘?! only. Even 892 has av&avopevov 
and Paris®’ avéavovta. Om. 2°. 

NB would have “xa edvdov xaprov avaBatvovta Kat 
av&avoweva’”’ which seems simply to be a mistake (even if it 
does refer to d\Xa init.) which however both Hort and Souter 
follow. Wiser are Tischendorf and Soden with av&avomevov. 

dra init. is read by NBCLW 28 83 124 892. Even with 
arta (pro ardo init.) CLW 28 33 124 892 still give us 


avEavoyevoy or avEavovta. 


Opposition to the Rule “ Proclivi lectioni praestat ardua.” 


vil. 16. 


Xa Ay 


eyovow pro exouev, This is distinctly the easier reading. 

“Kat Svedoyfovto mpos addnrovs (AEyovTEs) OTL apTovs OUK 

eyovow.”” NBDW fam 1 28 2°° 604 it"! (non syr) omit NeyouTes. 

exovoty is read by BW fam 1 28 2° 604 cg. k (D eyav), a 

b diqyrnon haberent, ff, haberent 

exonev by the rest (eXaBSouev Paris”) with the Vulgate, while 
copt = (dicentes) nullus panis iis, 
sy’ = panis non est (nobis). 

The matter turns on the omission of the word Xeyovtes and 
the original Aramaic expression for ‘have.’ But when 
Aeyovtes is dropped eyouev becomes more difficult. Hence 
apparently B writes eyovow (followed by W-H & Sod) while 
N holds eyowev with the mass, although it omits Xeyovres with 
sah, which boh and syr retain. 


eMovtes (pro ehOwr) 
«pacientes i NBLAWY 892 k sah arm W-H [non Sod!] 
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There is a difficulty here, and apparently overcome by the 
“neutral” text, and hence opposed to the above rule of 
preferring the harder reading. In the previous verses our 
Lord discourses with the apostles who had been present at his 
transfiguration. Then in verse 14 the majority of witnesses 
read: cat ehOwy Tpos Tovs wadnras wev oyAOV TOAYY TeEpL 
avtous...‘‘ He came to the disciples.’ As verse 18 said ‘‘adXa 
eyo vu” etc, some scribes perhaps jumped to the conclusion 
that our Lord was speaking to the body of disciples (while the 
record is of Peter, James and John) and thought ed@wv rpos 
tous pantas should be eXOovTes. 

As a matter of fact syr sin ft says ‘‘ When he came to his 
disciples they saw”’...using half of the change of NBLAWY 
892 k sah arm, and showing that the difficulty was known and | 
ancient probably before B’s day. 

The matter may be merely harmonistic (cf Matt xvii. 14, 
Tiueaxs37). 

Other passages bearing on this rule may be found under 
“Improvement.” See ix. 41 ete. 


Origen and B in conflict. 


’ To complete the picture of an already composite text in B we must 
consult Origen closely. 


Mark 


aelD. 


35. 


ivztt. 
12: 


30. 
ibid. 


OTL Nc vg™ Orig syr sin . 

Kat Neyov ott Bete (Others rAeywv ote as AD wnc® sah goth, 
so that B here has the longest text of all with a b boh) 

evvvya NBCDLOTW min aliq 28 372 892 etc. W-H & 


Sod tat. 
evvvyov A unc et SP et Orig et 2° 604, et evvvyiov Paris® 
al. alg. 
eEwbev B33 soli 
eEw Orig”s et rell 


un Brerwor Orig et gr pauc. [negl. Orig von Sod] 

Prerroat NB rell pl (W —Brerwot car. Cf. syr sin) 
twt (pr loco) Origen plur., sed mas NBCLWA 7 28179 Sod™ 
ev Tit (sec loco) Origen et NBCLWA 7 28 et Sod™. 

This seems to be a question of ‘‘pairs”’ again, for D al. 
change in the second case to ev mova, having tee primo loco. 
Origen’s quotation seems quite important here. W-H 
naturally follow the apparently strong group against Origen. 


t+ Recte vid Burkitt et Merx. Male Lewis Horner. | 
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iv. 84 fin. ewedvev avtas DW e ff2iqr and Origen (Om. THpore sah 1/2) 


View. 


40), 


ibid. 


vil. 6. 


36. 


ETEAVEY TAVTA NB rell et rell latt, sah boh, syr aeth 
nrOev Plur et Origen against historic present epyeTae 
by NBCLA Sod” et tat [non minn] (om exeBev kar nev W) 
KaTQ NBD 21 W-H Sod™, but ava Rell gr Orig. 
avopes p (pro ava exatov) W 
. Tpowyew NB gr plur 
mpoayew avtov DN® min aliq latt et verss et Orig 
. pos BnOc. NBDW plur 
ets BnOc. Sod?” fam 1 28 2°* 604 Orig 


. — Kat cdovos Orig" et DLAW Sod 28 2° a b ffzin syr sin hier 


(Correct Merx p. 75 by adding W Sod 28 syr hier, and make 
Orig: Orig™® *), 

Habent SB rell et W-H Sod tat. 

Who is right? Origt-™® and DW 28 6 ete. syr°™ ™*, or NB? 
evs THY olxtay = Orig et DW® Sod” 71 179 2° s** al, 
€lS OLKLAD NB plur. 

(Following this observe n@erynoev NA 2°° al? Orig and nfere 

BDW vreil. Origen stops at yvwvar, but NB Sod* (alone) 
write nduvacOn for ndvvnbn). 
An interesting matter occurs here referred to also under 
‘Historic present.” While NBD"L 892 W-H Sod have 
mapayyedre the rest have trapyyyeire (mapayyerras Sod°*? 2°°), 
Now Orig®!° says xaxet pev Kedever Tous oxAovs avakiOnvat H 
AVATECELVY ETL TOU YKOPTOV “Kab yap O NovKAas * KATAKNLVATE QAUTOUS 
aveypawye, Kat 0 papkos*emreTake, pnow, avTols TavTas avak- 
Awa evOade Se ov Kedever arAa TapayyEedret TO OXAW 
avaxnOnvat... 

From this it would appear that Orig did not say Mark used 
mapayyedret. He merely uses two historic presents to. 
explain the matter. If NBL followed this we have a good 
key as to the responsibility of Origen for much that has been 
attributed to the ‘‘ neutral” base of NBL. [Observe I leave 
D* out, because he is contradicted here by all Latins but J 
and five vulgates.] Apparently then everafe is St. Mark’s word 
according to Origen. This makes a further complication in 
our troubles as to a Latin or Graeco-latin original for Mark. 
c and ff, use jussit here, but elsewhere in Mark vi. 27, 39, 
ix. 25, they use praecipio with the rest of the Latins for 
evitagow. Ati. 27 on the other hand inperat is generally used. 
At any rate we find NB and Origen disagreed here at viii. 6. 


. onpevoy eritnte. Orig and many with W, against Syret onuecov 


. of NBCDLA. 
wpferee NBLW) 892 an q W-H Sod txt 


operncet All the rest and Orig (wdernOncerar 33 Paris”, cf syr) 


B IN ST. MARK’S GOSPEL. 123 


vill. 87. dou N*B W-H txt do NL Sod‘ 

Swoel Orig rell omn. 

ix. 1. twyv ectnxotwy woe 1 sah boh Orig [ef b de circumstantibus 

mecum (—hic) 0°; —hic 7 r e¢ d (D") | 
woe TMV ETTNKOTOV B (syr sin aeth) 
T@OV Woe ECT. N al. 
2. +ev Tw mpocevyacbat avtov Sod? 28 2°¢ e& Orig’ 
See 3 auTous W fam 18 
Omit NB rell 
8. eyevero NB unc? ef W® Sod 
€YEVOVTO AGKENVXWITII ec = | 
yiwovTa Orig 

eyevevovto — D 

x. 13. wa apntar avtrev Longe plur et W Sod" et Orig"® “ xata 


sed 


20. 


29. 


35. 


46. 


abid. 


ibid. 


48, 


pev Tov patOavoey wa tas..kata Se Tov papKov, tLva awytae . 
autwv' Kata &€ Tov NovKar, Wa avT@Y aTTNTat.” 

wa avtov antar NBCLAW Sod’? 124 892 Hust 49 y al. 
pauc. et Paris” et f5 W-H. In the light of this, when we meet 
A 124 Evst 49 Paris” elsewhere with NBCL does this inspire 
confidence in them as supporters of NB? It merely indicates 
a similar text faithfully copied, but the group is to be treated 


‘as one eclectic group, not as a tenfold authority. They stole 


the Lucan order here and created a hiatus in Mark to do it. 
And we know they did this, for they substitute avrous of Luke 
and Matthew (see under “‘Harmonistic’’) for tous rpoopepovow 
of the great majority of authorities at the end of this very verse. 


epvrata AD 28 892 Clem Orig 
edvrataunv NB rell (emounoa 1 2° Sod'" syr we 
n entepa n Tatepa BCAW® Sod” al. pe. et tut. Boh sah 1/2 


mn Tatepa n pntepa = ell et V Orig™ “* quamvis Marcus 
.-cum dicit qui dim. patrem et matrem.. 
ou dvo viot BC Paris” sah boh aeth. No others, 
not even VY, and Orig with N and the rest flout the proposed 
addition. (Soden however quotes Origen for it.) 

epxeTat (pro epxovTat) D min? a b ad ffo go tr syr sin 
diatess Orig’ contra rell. 

exeGev (pro atro tepiyo) D 2°? tabdf f,tqr goth 
Orig” contra rell 

eraitov  D Sod 2¥° Orig (et mpocatwv A plur W2® verss 
plur) 

mpocaitns NBLAYV 892 k W-H c& Sod txt [sed of. Merx 
p. 130] Om. C* Paris”. 

ov modroe ~=Orig (of sah) No others add o but B* has avtov 


t Male Tisch de 28. Habet 28 avrov sed W avrovs. Om. Orig von Soden. 
+ Errat Muralt de 2"°? amo veperyw habet Belsheim nec aliter Cronin. Vide Sod. 
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x. 49. 


xi. 1/12. 


may Be 


24. 


abid. 


41. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


modXou for avtw or avtov woddor. Sod does not quote Orig or 

Clem. 

Cf Clem** lib apeder kav Tov eTBowuevay Tov KUpLoV AUTOV Ob 

MEV TOXNAOL.». 

avtov davnOnvar Orig"* cum plur et W, contra SBCLAW 7 
892 Sods et Sod'* davnaate avtov cum boh. 

See remarks elsewhere (pp. 4/5) about Origen’s double text here. 

atooteAnee NBD* mult et syr b c 1 W-H Sod, sed atrocrenet 

ubique Orig (ter vol iti, et vol iv) cum GUIL et WY [non =] 

a d [contra D®| f ffo g2 ¢ 7 8 vg sah_boh arm aeth. 


. — TNS wpas B™ cum Jem exe 1454 (abet Orig rell) 
. NB and Orig at variance here also. 
. payou NB etc. 


dayn DW ete Orig” 


. avOpwrros Tis eputevoey auTrehova Orig et W fam 132° Sod 


c syr pesh aeth al. paue. 
auTenova avOpwios eputTevoev NBC(L)A®Y etc. 
(Cf. rell sub ‘‘ Two or more recensions.”’) 

Origen is specific as to atroxpiOeus evrrev for Mark against edn of 
NBCLAYW 33 892 Paris*’ Sod“ ¢ Sod‘ copt, that thoroughly 
representative group, all hanging together for this (as on 
several previous occasions) an apparent improvement. Syr 
pesh joins this group here, but is opposed by syr sin which 
takes the side of the Latins and other Greeks and Origen. 

D Orig pn yewwoxovtes pro pn evdotes of the rest and W. 
This seems to be a clear case of retranslation by Origen. 
See p. 159. In Matthew (xxii. 29) esdores is used. 

eotws Orig diserte bis (kata papkov) cum W Sod fam 1 
fam 13 28 2°° Sod'3*" arm syr sin, contra kabioas NBD et rell omn 
et latt copt syr pesh diatess (ew Marco) Hiat goth. 


I would like to point out here that syr pesh and diatess arab keep 
with NB and the mass against sy7 sin and Origen. One should remember 
this place when praising sy7 sin elsewhere if it supports NB and contra- 
dicts syr pesh. The matter here is of course irreconcilable. 

Mr. Sanders does not record this place as to W in his notes 
on p. 80 owing to his self-imposed limitations (see p. 74). 


lou 


43. 


xiii, 8. 


xatevavtt  Orig® with N and most, but avevayte BUY 33 
71 179 280 348 Sod%'""* [non Sod] Paris® only. 
nN Xnpa n TTwxXn avtn Orig” et DED Sod” 7 604 2° Hus ttuinaue 
Sod**+ 1216 a b d 4 q 
(contra n ynpa avtn n TT@yn NB rell et WW) 
av7™n n xnpan TTaxn 28 Cf syr, et 21 k (—rtwyn) 
+xat tapayar Orig’ “Ss ( Marcus addit et turbelas’’) contra 
NBDLY Sod'*" it (praeter q) boh. This is a square division, 
with sah on Origen’s side and most Greeks, but practically 


Mark 


xe. 


ibid. 
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all Latins go with NBDL against him. W however comes to 
his rescue and has it (‘‘ecovtas otopmou Kata ToTrovs * ALpmoe 
tapayat’’) as also SP Sod’. 

Orig here goes with W 28 fam 13 91 299 2” Sod’**" k for execvo, 
against Tovro of NB and most, and avto of D® c. Unfortunately 
b is here mutilated. Small as is the place, the fact that Origen 
with W 28 contradicts NB plur shows a possible foreign base f 
(with D* c opposed to d) and b’s testimony would have been 
most useful for control. As to 91-299 they are really part of 
the 1 family, but 1-118-209 apparently have vouto, so that 
this family is divided amongst itself, but fam 13 holds 
together. Compare this place with xu. 24 above. 


2. Orig and all eravacrncovta, but B Sod*"™" eravactncetac (as 


BA.28 Sod* at Matt x. 21) with k exsurgebit. 


. Tomaovaw D Sod 2° min™ a det Orig’® (rouse... . 7oLEe) 


contra NSB rell éecovcw 


. +7 (ante oe) NBCLAW 892 Sod??? 29 fam 4 e¢ Sod**k? sah 


boh aeth against all the rest and Origen. 


. pecovuxtia Origen with Hipp ? > 2388 511 604 ¢* Sod’**" and 


latt media nocte, against varying forms in the rest. 


. 0 els (pro eis) NBC*LMYW 892 Sod™**'* boh against sah 


the rest and Origen (who was with them just above in dropping 
o before ecxapiwrtns with latt). 

Neglect mpooydGe here of Origen xiotio for amndOev of the 
rest (n\@ev Li) as the wpos following no doubt accounts for 
Orig (libere). 


19 fin. Habet Origen kat addos pte eyo cum D unc? 2d eae 


63. 


Vis 


wbid. 


Sod®® it contra SBCLPAWY copt syr aeth. 
+evdus W 124 2”° 604 a sah arm Orig (syr sin) against the rest. 
erouncavy Orig DA Sod 245 2 Sod??? 887144 et Jatt (contra 
B plur woimoartes, et NCL 892 soli cum Sod erouwacartes). 
arnyayov Orig CDGNW® |[Hiat ®] al. pauc. (latt) [contra 

amtnveycav SB plur |. 


T See below, xiii. 85 pecovukria. 


CHAPTER IV. 


CONCERNING THE GENESIS OF THE LATIN VERSION OF 
St. Marxk’s GOSPEL. 


“ This (Western) text was translated into Latin before the time of Tatian, and the 
primitive bilingual in which the translation stood is a document of patriarchal dignity 
and largely capable of restoration.”’— Harris, ‘ Codex Bezae,’ p. 177. 

“ But, beyond this, when translations were made into Syriac and Latin (the former 
certainly, the latter probably, as early as the middle of the second century) the attention 
of scholars was necessarily directed to the difficulties in interpretation of the text, with 
its occasional archaic expressions, obscure words, and harsh constructions; and the 
practical usefulness of a simplified and modernised text was suggested.’—Ramsay, 
‘St. Paul the traveller and the Roman citizen,’ p. 25. 


To put the matter into as few words as possible, before the new 
Greek ms W was discovered my studies had already led me to consider 
that the ancients were probably right when they said that St. Mark had 
both preached and written his Gospel in the Latin tongue [see sub- 
scriptions to the Syriac vulgate and to some of our Greek manuscripts]. 
But this ms W in St. Mark is a perfect mine of wonderful information 
on this subject. 

My impressions to-day are that the Gospel of Mark was written 
originally in Latin and in Greek, and circulated separately—that the 
Latin went to Latin Africa—thence to Greek Egypt, where it was 
translated into Greek. | But see the quotation further on from St. Jerome 
in connection with the testimony of Clement of Alexandria.| Hence a 
double Greek recension visible all along the line. This matter appealed 
to Blass, for he says (‘ Philology of the Gospels,’ pp. 203 and 205), ‘‘ To 
use a simile: reading Mark (with due attention given to the variants) 
reminds one of walking on quicksand .... for the difference of readings 
mainly rests in the expressions and does not affect the sense. But, 
nevertheless, we feel unsafe and wonder in what way such a condition of 
the text may have been produced .... But one of the authors seems to 
be Luke. Well, and then? Did Luke perhaps interpolate or revise 
Mark? No, but he translated it, as the original Mark was in Aramaic, 
or had it translated for his own use, and then revised the translation. At 
a later time Luke’s copy got into circulation and was again copied, and 
those copies went side by side with copies containing a translation made 
by somebody else... .” 

Thus Blass. I do not think there is much which points to an 
Aramaic original. The whole matter can be understood if to St. Peter’s 
Semitic background we apply Mark’s Latin surroundings when he wrote, 


but Blass clearly apprehended the double Greek recension and was 
striving to account for it. 
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As to D*, a and d. 


At first it seemed as if d@ were the king, but there are certain 
independent features in D*' which stamp it as of almost equal importance. + 
For instance in Sir John Hawkins’ list of words peculiar to St. Mark’s 
Greek, we find among them (p. 200) emipartw and ericuvtpexw, but in 

* for emipamrtet (ii. 21) that MS has ervouvparter and W* eriovvare. 
So that this form e7vovyv applies to another word in the Marcan Gospel as 
well as emucvvtpexw. Emicuvvpartes stands opposite adswit (the Latins 
hardly vary here at all) and adswit can scarcely have influenced emiouv- 
partes or emicuvarter. Excepting emicvvayo (Matt., Mark, Luke) no 
other verb in the New Testament is compounded with ezvcvr-, besides 
evicuvTpex® above mentioned, peculiar to Mark’s Greek text at ix. 25. 
For this the Vulgate and most Latins have concuwrrentem, but a =conlisissit, 
while b di =concurreret, f ff, =concurrit, k = concurrunt, q =concurret, 
and 6 =concurrebat. [pamte: 71 only in il. 21. | 

Of course D® of to-day is not the exact original of D® foundation 
text. We have a splendid illustration of this at xii. 88 in one verse. 
D* (against d) adds ava. This a (alonet of Latins) maintains with the 
addition of simul. But two lines below D* goes wild (against d’s Latin 
et qui volunt) by writing cat tov teXwovwv (for Tov Oedovtwv). This a 
opposes, having qui volunt. The addition of ef in dis due to some curious 
reaction § which, however, did not conform d to D* or D* to d, so that we 
have the opportunity to observe a process at work which is quite 
interesting. This is followed in the same verse by another illustration 
which seems helpful. For D® 2°° add wovercOar at the end of the verse 
as d facitis, so that D® d hold together. How do the Latins stand ? 
The Greek expression 1s: Kas aoracpovs ev Tals ayopats dependent on the 
original twv Gedhovtwy. A few cursives only add duAovvtwy before acracpous 
(borrowed from Luke) as do syr pesh and syr sin, while sah repeats toy 
GeXovTav (ACW EwOEW) as arm and c: “qui volunt salutari’’ but ¢ 
abandons acmacpous (tovs aotacpous sah boh) or salutationes of b d e for 
salutari of akigqyr 6 [above acracpovs| thus making a composition of 
salutationes and salutart and adding volunt. Here therefore b d e have 


— 


7 From this Greek the Latin of a seems to have been made, quite independently of 
d. For a beautiful although infinitesimal example see vi. 18 licet te says a, and so D* 
alone: efeorw oe right opposite d: ‘“‘licet tibi.”” All other Greeks and Latins use cox 
and tibt. So in other small places, as vi. 35 ndn de D* 2°° 604 a, but xa 75 the Greeks 
and d. See xii. 37 libentissime for libenter by a and Dd: kat ndews. In the very next 
verse xii. 38 a follows D®™ alone, against d, for a has simul alone and D* aya alone. At 
ix. 31 D d (as we have them) make bold to remove the apparently pleonastic amoxrayGeis 
(following amoxrevovow). The only support is from x** y** andack. All Greek uncials, 
including WY retain, as do b and the rest of the Latins. That a is found here with 
D is significant. Here 6 doubtless holds the base and not d. 
_ ~ As we pass through the press von Soden teaches us that his new Greek ms 050, 
sister to D, does not have aya. But he obscures the Latin issue by grouping ab ri 
together, whereas 6 rz do not have simul asa. Sod has rovevo bai fin.- 

§ Add for +xa ante rwv bedovrwy von Soden’s € 1091- (Sinai 186, Greg. 1228). 
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the simple salutationes dependent on the original qué volunt; against 
salutari of atk qr Svg. Wearrive at the conclusion then that rovevPar 
and facitis of D® Sod 2"* and d is a late accretion to both D and d, for a 
rejects it, unless indeed salutari of the others is supposed to be a composi- 
tion of acracpovus Trove Oar, but then salutare would have been used. 

At xiii. 14 D adds te avayewooxes after 0 avayewwokwv voeto. «a also 
adds quidquid legit and n quod dicit, while d has quod legit, so that although 
D d here are together, D* here probably reacted on d latin, as d differs 
from an who probably translated from D’s Greek. At xin. 22 @ has 
facient with d and D Sod?” 2”° roumoovow against dwoovow of other Greeks 
and Latins. xiii. 383 @ alone follows D® against d and all else omitting 
cot fin. (Cf ¢ which however turns the phrase.) 

I wish to add here a most important matter which I think has never 
been pointed out before. Where D and d differ we can frequently 
discover, by the help of a, which reading is basic and which is not in 
D or d. 

Thus at xiv. 1 D dand a ff, and only these omit cai ta afupa. This 
occurs in connection with one of St. Mark’s well-known doublets or pairs. 
Ww O€ TO Tacya Kat Ta abvyua.t We know from the absence of other D d 
sympathisers lke 2”° etc t that this must be a correction to remove apparent 
pleonasm, but how came both D and d to excise the words? The answer 
is that Greek D reacted here on small d. We know this because it is the 
Greek of D and not the Latin of d which a habitually follows. Further 
proof offers in the same verse. D* and ai omit ev dodw but d has it. 
Here therefore D®™ did not react on d latin, although a, as usual, follows 
D’s Greek. There are several other places where at first sight a would 
seem to strengthen the small combination D a d, but as a matter of fact 
it is now proven that D simply overflowed back as a (wrong) influence 
on d, and a is merely an accessory and a witness that this influence came 
from D* only. 

This is well illustrated again at xiv. 25 where D Sod®® 2?* have ov un 
mpoc8w mew as a (differing in latin expression from d) d and f only, for ov 
pn mem of all others, This Greek of D, found only in af otherwise, 
must have flowed back on to d. 

The retranslation of a (and & and sometimes 7) is often illustrated. 
It occurs again immediately after at the opening of xiv. 26. he Greeks 
maintain cas vuvnoaytes, the Latins and the vulgates “ et hymno dicto,” 
but exceptionally : 

a = Et cum hymnos dixissent 
~ = Et cum laudem dixissent 


k = Et cum heminum dixisset 
J . 


t Only ¥ Sod vary the order nv d¢ ra afvpa xa ro wacxa, while k r, do not like the 
doublet and have pascha azumorum or azemorwm as vg® and (gat). 


¢ Von Soden’s 050 appears also to go against D d a ff here. 
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y= Ktcum hymnum ........t 
2 = Et ymnum dicentes 
6 = Et umnisantes 
In the same chapter again at xiv. 32 D a d alone substitute avtous 
(illis) for tows waOnrtats avtov of all others. | 
At xiv. 44, a (and c & r) go with D®™ only edwxer (Sedwxev Sod”) by 
writing dedit for dederat of all others and d. 
But at xiv.47 Dad together omit tev tapeotnxotwy showing D™ has 
here influenced d. 

At xiv. 67. where D* alone omits «as before cv, we know it is an 

error, because a does not follow. 

At xiv. 70. —tTw metpw D a d, 

and 72. —otu mpw adextopa dwvycas dis we arrapvnon D a d, they 
are seen together. 

Further, when, as at xiv. 48, both D and d omit ws and tanquam 
before evs AnoTnv, we must assume this to be a common error in the last 
copying of the ms, as neither a k nor any others omit. We thus learn 
that at the last copying even, an effort was made to bring Latin -and 
Greek into conformity. 

And when n replaces a (as it does from xv. 22 onwards) we must 
note that m does not support D®™ at xv. 34 wvedvcas with ¢ i k (?) but has 
me dereli| quisti] against them. Thus probably D*® and c 2 k are con- 
spiring In an error against the mass, and 7 controls the old D® as a did 
before. 

Observe the independence of n throughout this section, and especially 
xvi. 4 amotum for revolutum of the rest of the itala, which although 
agreeing with the azroxexvdAtopevov of D®™ (d =revolutwm) against aoxexv- 
AroTae Of most, yet appears to hang on a different treatment. 

Note also at xvi. 6 where D(W) has doBecoOae (for exPapBevoGe) and d 
timere, that n follows suit with timere against expavescere of the others 
(k stupetis). 


Aisetoeo:: 


The most important Latin witness in St. Mark for ‘‘ control” is } 
{& is wanting i—viii.| a feature which Buchanan has quite forgotten to 
mention in his new and valuable edition of b.t| The text of 6 (far 
removed from ff in this Gospel) is a most ancient one. All the O.L. join 


t Observe in Mark iii. 82 (where exa6nro bothered a e so much that they deliberately 
alter the sentence, although no others know any different verb) that N alone of Greeks 
has mpos avrov oyAos (for eps avroy oxdos). We look to d and find circa ewm turba as 
the rest of Latins. We look to D and find pos roy oxdo and do not understand it. 
But says alone of Latins ap illwm turba, so that Nb are giving us what D means to give, 
roy standing for avroy. See Harris, ‘ Study of Codex Bezae,’ page 20, where he shows 
Aov for Aoyov twice and des for reyes. Add Aes for Aeyers John xiv. 9 and frum for 
fructum in d at John xvy.2. We find even ze for epi (Mc. v. 27). (Cf. xiv. 58 roy vaoy 
(—rovrov) De alone against hunc templum by d opposite.) 


K 
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D dso largely in Mark as a unit (with the exception of a) that it has a 
very deep significance.. But } goes farther than this and invites inspec- 
tion as to the fundamental d text sometimes preserved in b where d has 
lost it. As to a the condition is quite different as sketched above. It 
would seem as if a had been independently translated into Latin from a 
Greek which had already been made from the original Latin. 

Long and long ago critics found certain Latin words graecised 
especially the property of St. Mark, as owexovAatwp, Kevtupior, Eearns,t but 
explained them away. Six John Hawkins calls attention (p. 132) to v. 23 
ecyatos exel, saying in a note ‘‘This expression is condemned by 
Phrynicus, see Thayer’s Lexicon,” but if retranslation from the Latin 
“in extremis est’ it could not very well be rendered ecyatws eotw. As to 
@vyatpiov mentioned just above this, filiola isfoundin e. Now the problem 
is both simplified and complicated by some of the extraordinary agreements 
of W* with e latin. How it will all work out I cannot say at present. 

It is quite unnecessary to repeat that St. Mark probably wrote his 
Gospel at Rome for Roman readers, and it is beside the mark to say that 
Greek was the current or polite language of the city or that the names 
of the early leaders and Popes were Greek names. The oral Gospel 
appealed first as thoroughly to the oppressed servants and slaves of the 
Roman households as to their masters; and what was the language of 
the common people? Of the converted butchers, bakers and purveyors 
to these households? Of the masons, blacksmiths, carpenters etc? Of 
the Christian attachés and employés of the baths and places of public 
entertainment ? The catacombs tell us, and the inscriptions speak in no 
uncertain voice that the Latin and Greek tongues were in a state of flux 
in St. Mark’s day. We find Greek words transliterated to Latin, and 
conversely Latin words expressed in Greek letters. We find dy\cKicorpos 
for felicissimus, BE for bixit or vixit, dido for filio ; or cosmou for Koopou, 
itatira for eraipa, Theos for @eos and so forth. In fact some could speak 
Greek but only knew the Latin alphabet, others, while knowing enough 
Latin to speak it, could only write the Greek letters.t Hence a Latin, 


ij Cf also Mk. vi. 8 yn ets ryv Covny yadxoy (“neque in zona aes”’) as against St. 
Luke (ix. 3 unre apyupov”’), Of also Mk. xii, 42 Newra dv0 0 ecru KodSparrns (duo 
minuta quod est gwadrans,” the lowest Roman coin) as against St. Luke (xxi. 2 “ dvo 
Aerra tantum, praeter D +0 eorw kodpurrns”’). 

t We find the very hybrid graeco-latin words bisomus, trisomus and quadrisomus in 
common use in the catacombs (to the exclusion of other expressions) for burial space for 
two bodies, three bodies, and four bodies, 

Sometimes A occurs for D throughout a Latin inscription (see No. 142 in Marucchi 
and others), ; 

We come across such a thing as this: 

KALEMERE DEVS REFRI 
GERET SPIRITVM TVVM 
VNA CYM SoRoRiS TVAE. HILARAE. 


Or benemerenti, et, and dee in the middle of a Greek inscription, and observe 
the Greek rho in benemerentt. 
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or a Graeco-Latin written Gospel seems a priori to have been perfectly 
natural and called for under the circumstances; and not necessarily a _ 
bilingual, but two separate editions, one in Greek and one in Latin. The 
Latin original, if represented by b and d, seems to have parted company 
with the Greek original very soon if not immediately. It reappears in a 
and part of & to some extent, but a is a fresh translation from the Greek 
as k seems to be in many places.| The consensus of Latins with b d 


= See eee — = 


AHMHTPIC ET A€ONTIA 
CEIPIKE EINE BENEMEPEN 


Tl MNHC@HC IHCOYC 
O KYPIOC TEKNON. 


We find septem (Z€PTE€ sic) with ANN in the middle, at the end of a Greek 
inscription : ; 
EPMAICKE WC Z 
HC €N GE). KYPIE! 
G@ XPEICTW ANN 
WPOYM X MHCW. 
POYM =ERTE. 


In the middle of a Greek inscription (Marucchi No. 344) occurs BONI®ATIE, 
From the catacombs of Domitilla, observe two Latin lines followed by Greek in 
Latin letters : 
ANNIBONVS FECIT SIBI €T SVIS 
LOCVM HOMIBVS N Vill INTRO FORMAS 
€C TON €MON PANTON TVTO €MON. 


This lasted a long while. There is a Latin inscr. in Greek letters throughout, 
dated 269 a.p. 


KWCOYAE KAYAIW EA MATEPNW NONEIC 
NOBENBPEIBOYC AEl € BENEPEC AOYNA XXIII 
AEYKE PIAIE CHBHPE KAPECCEME MOCOYETE 
EA EICNEIPITW CANKTW TOYW, 


\e 


On the shorter and earlier inscriptions such Latin names as Flavus or Flavius, 
Septimius ete are written in Greek characters : 


For instance: @A - CABEINOC - KAI 
TITIANH - AAEAPDOI 


And again : CENTMIOC MPAITESTATOC 
KAI KIAIANOG 


Or ANNIA " @AYCTEINA 
Or ANNIOS KATO 
Or AIKINIA ®AYCTEINA 


t+ A good example occurs at xiv. 54 where the 23 uncials and W write nv ovr (or 
avy) KaOnpevos but D tt vg nv xaOnuevos. Tischendorf observes ‘‘ zt"! vg erat sedens, 
sedens, sedebat; k& accwrate fuit simul sedens,’ but he should have said...k4 ex 
graeco fuit simul sedens.’’ The Latins all hang together against any consedens or 
simul sedens except k, which as we thus see is bringing back his Latin into conformity 
with the Greek, while D*" alone follows the Latin. 


K 2 
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shows that the Latin as an entity remained knit together. With the 
Greek it is quite different. D reappears in Egypt in W but with 
modifications incident to a passage of d through Carthage previously, 
where it had become modified to c and e. The Greek of NB is quite 
different again from that of DW, although N shows occasional traces of 
W e, and B of W or D. Did the Greek of D perish by shipwreck or 
otherwise on its way to Alexandria?+ Or did they use at first only 
St. Matthew and St. Luke in those parts? The early Fathers are 
strangely silent as to quotations from St. Mark. 

Among one of the first distinct quotations from St. Mark (vy. 34) 
it is noticeable that Clem! gives us aweAOe evs expynvnyv for uTaye es 
etpnvnv. [Luke says wopevov.]| The Latin is vade. See later for remarks 
as to Clement in connection with what St. Jerome says of Mark’s 
personal arrival at Alexandria, bringing his Gospel with him. 


As to ¢: 


¢ is also a valuable adjunct for control as to the original base 
bede. Its glosses are reproduced by W®", and it has many Egyptian 
characteristics. Whether it ever had an accompanying Greek column 
we do not know, but the corruption per labia for per manus in vi. 2 
probably arose from confounding yeurewy or yerwy with yeipwor. One 
thing is very certain, aeth and c are very close in Mark. Among other 
places observe Mark vi. 88 —xau yvovtes c aeth and syr sin. The latter 
adds force to the basic age of the recension. 

Then, as shown beyond, Tertullian and aeth share the otherwise 
unique reading in xiv. 13 invenietis hominem for occurret vobis homo. 

Besides this ¢ and T'ert are in apposition in other Gospels. 

A curious coincidence occurs at Mark ii. 26, where for esand@ev, W 
alone substitutes esceAwv, not supported by our Latin witnesses, but by 
Jerome with ingressus (Ep ad Pamm: ‘Idem Marcus inducit ad 
Pharisaeos salvatorem loquentem ‘Nunquam legistis . . . quomodo 
ingressus domum Dei sub Abiathar .. .’”’). 


St. Mark in the Irish Latin texts. 


One striking fact deserves notice, and that is that when the Irish 
text of the four Gospels was copied St. Mark’s Gospel alone appears in 
almost pure Vulgate dress. Why was this? It must be concerned with 


t Observe v. 87 mapaxodovdnoar DW fam 1 28 124 2pe 604, axodovOnoa: AKII* 
al*, cuvaxohovénoa. NB rell. While the Latins use segui, W elides per avrov, and e 
has introtre with Sod®™ ewedOew. But the point is that rapaxohovénoa bears directly 
on the wording of the end of Mark, for at xvi. 17 wapaxodovdnoe occurs, avd this has 
been challenged as not being a Marcan compound or oceurring elsewhere in the Gospel, 
whereas DW corfirm it in Mark v. 37, at any rate as to their Greek. 
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the irreconcileable differences observed between the two separate Greek 
lines or recensions to which I wish to direct attention. Not being able 
to decide to follow the itala, so largely interwoven with the b d base, 
which disagreed with the Greek line of NB, except in spots, it was 
evidently considered judicious to swallow St. Jerome’s revision almost 
completely for St. Mark. That there was a reason for it is obvious. 
Have we found the true reason in assuming a double Greek recension ? 
This must be further investigated, but I see no other outlet. 


Base of St. Mark’s Gospel. 


So much has been written concerning St. Mark’s Gospel that it may be 
thought that the subject is threadbare. This hardly seems to be the case, 
but I would fain bring forward something new if possible. What I suggest - 
has already found circuitous admission by other minds. For instance, 
in Sir John Hawkins’ Horae Synopticae, p. 207, after referring to the pro- 
portion of classical and non-classical words in the four Gospels, he says : 

“ Tt thus appears that the non-classical words (like the non-Septuagintal 
words) occur with considerable more frequency in the special vocabulary of 
St. Mark than in those of the other synoptists.”’ 

In other places he agrees with most authorities in giving priority to 
the Marcan Gospel as regards its fowndation, where roughnesses, not of 
diction but of the manner of presenting facts, have been gracot hed by 
St. Matthew and St. Luke. 

Taking these two observations together, they make for a later Greek 
than that of Matthew and Luke, with an earlier base. Now if that base 
be Latin the matter is to a large extent explained. Little things like 
exyatov (Mark) for votepov (Matt. Luke) then assume a greater force 
than we have been disposed to give them. 

Sir John emphasises the historic present as being one of Mark’s 
strong preferences. Indeed, this also bears upon the point. For the avts 
of d often bear opposite in D* evev, while the itala coincides with the ait 
of d.t{ Further than this, where the strong Alexandrian preferences for 
the historic present and imperfect over the aorist make themselves felt 


{+ This matter deserves considerable attention. Compare Dr. Nestle’s too brief 
notice of the subject in Journ. Theol. Studies, July 1911, p. 607, and consider the figures 
given for 6 and d in St. Mark in connection with such a Roman writer as Plautus, whose 
plays are crammed full of ait and ais and aio. Cf. Amphitruo I. i. 188-189. 


Merc. Ai’ n’ vero? 
Sos. Aio enimvero. 
Merc. Verbero! 
Sos. Mentiris nunc jam. 
Mere. At jam faciam ut verum dicas dicere. 
Sos. Quid eo ’st opus ? 2 
Notice also the frequent appearance in Mark of epyera (for the indeterminate Latin 

ventt, present or perfect) against the synoptic ndéev. 
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in NB in the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, it is different in 
St. Mark, and although I chronicle a fair number of these additional 
Greek historic presents for N or B in St. Mark, the situation is more 
confused there and sometimes the aorist is preferred to the imperfect. 

Before we can deal with the list of ‘‘ Rude, harsh, obscure or unusual 
words or expressions which may therefore have been omitted or replaced 
by others” (op. cit. pp. 131/4) we must consider more fully what the 
Latin texts have to say, and variations in Greek mss. Thus, as to the first 
example, 

i. 10 oyifouevous, did St. Mark himself really use this? The Latins 
badf fag: gr hl r rz & (hiant i q) all say apertos (even a adaperiri, 
c aperiri). So D* sol. 

Then, ii. 4 etc epa8attos. This surely belongs among the Latinisms, 
cited lower down. : 

As to ii. 21 eziparte, we must observe D’s eriovvpartes and W’s 
extauvarTe as to retranslation, or as to two lines of Greek. 

xi. 1. evow tTwes wde Tov eotnKoTwy, “an awkward arrangement of 
words” says Sir John Hawkins, but the Mss vary here 
considerably. (See ante p. 100.) 

xill. 11. wn wpopepimvare, ‘‘a verb not found elsewhere in N.T., LXX, 
or classical writers.” But if cogitare were original we can 
understand it. (a here retranslating, as usual, has prae- 
medetare (cf. mpowedetate VI), k exceptionally satagare but 
both a and k have been influenced by Greek recensions as 
compared to the other Latins in St. Mark). 

16. 0 evs Tov aypov, a very probable Latin construction. 

xiv. 31. exmepicows t “is found nowhere else in Greek.”’ 

Perhaps from a Latin colloquialism ‘‘ tanto magis’’ as indeed 
re-rendered by a@ (while & has ‘‘ plura loquebatur magis dicere”’ 
against amplius of most vett). 

xii, 19. ecovrar yap at nuepae exewar Oris (or OAruers). This is far 
more difficult, in fact insoluble from our available Latin 
materials, which do not agree with the Greeks, who here seem 
to be a unit, yet an original dies illi tribulationes, meant for 
dies illi tribulationis which c ff, i 1 hold, might have led to the 
Greek, which is opposed by a b d k n q r “ (in) illis diebus 
tribulationes ”’ and which in these may not represent an original 
base but revision. 

Unfortunately, for such Greek words—unique in Mark—as cxwrné, 
atacaoTns We have no synoptic parallelisms to use for purposes of exact 
comparison. otacvactns of Mark xv. 7 (ueta Twv otaciactey Sedepevos) 
is however beautifully confirmed by St. Luke’s da ctacw (xxiii. 19). 


+ It is exceedingly curious to find that the notorious latinisers 56-58-61, apparently 
alone among cursives, join NBCD¥‘J” for exmepioows.. Add Paris’. 
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cavéadia Mark vi. 9 (not appearing in Sir John Hawkins’ list of words 
peculiar to St. Mark, probably because it occurs in Acts xii. 8) may be 
emphasised as compared to the vrodnuarta of Matt. x. 10. 

In Mark d 7 have sandalia, b f l ¢ = sandalits, so that probably soleis 
of a, soleas of e, caligulas of c, galliculas of ff; are retranslations. 

utoAnvioy Mark xii. 1, unique as to Mark and as against Ayvov of 
Matt. xxi. 83, is indeterminate. 

In Mark bc df g2.1 (¢ locum) 6 vg have lacum (a ffo i k torcular). 

In Matthew a b ¢ d (e torcularem) ff, g 1 q vg have torcular (ff, h 
lacum). 

Lacum would appear original in Mark, and torcular in Matthew. 
But it is almost impossible to draw any inferences, although v7roAnviov 
may be considered more probable for lacus. 


Important example of harmony among the Latins at St. Mark vi. 36. 


One of the most striking places is the eyywota of D 604 and all latt 
PROXIMAS at vi. 36 against xvxd@ of the other Greeks. Not a single Latin 
tries to express xvxAw otherwise here in Mark.f But now turn to the 
parallel in Luke ix. 12 and see a very different state of things. The 
Greek of both passages is the same: 

Mark vi. 86. avodvcov avtous wa amedOovTes es TOUS KUKA@ aypOUS Kat 


KOUAS. +. 
Luke ix. 12. amodvooy tov oydov wa tropevbertes f €lS TAS KUKAW KOMAS KAL 
atren OovTes GYPOUS... 


(Matthew omits cuxro.) 
In Mark then the Latins have: in PROXIMAS villas et vicos.t 
But in Luke a = adjacentes vicos et agros 
be fal qr = circa castella et villas 
fe = circa castella et vicos 
¢ = in castella adjacentia 
d = in proxima castella et villas 
6 = in circum castella et villas 
f = in castella et villas quae in circuitu sunt 
vg = in castella villasque quae circa sunt 
I submit that this has a distinct bearing on a common Latin base in 
Mark of proximas, and acommon Greek base in Luke of cverXo, when 
we see in Luke the variations circa, adjacentes, adjacentia, proxima, in 


+ Cf. also xi. 82 ndecoav (pro evyov) DW Sod 2° and odacx 604 = sciebant of at” 
against habebant of all vulgates. The proof of retranslation is here afforded by 604. 
t All have in proximas. a = in proximas villas et municipia 
bc f ff. q = in proximas villas et castella 
d 71 = in proximas villas et (+in 2) vicos 
r, = in proximas villas et vicinos 


‘ in vicos = 
(hiant ek q) 4d6= {ele TOUC KUKAW ALPOYC j ab 
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circum, quae circa sunt, and quae in circuitu sunt, against the steady 
proxvmas in Mark. 
For the rest I must refer to the following lists. 


And first as to Retranslation in W. 


The following is a list of some of the apparent retranslations in W. 
It is startling enough, but there is much more to be observed. 


Mark 


le 


ill. 


lV. 


Vil. 


vill. 


chet 


Xl. 


xii. 


Xlil. 


Xiv. 


27. 
44, 

4, 
12. 
23. 
da. 


30. 
34, 

4, 
20. 
32. 


Sols 


5. 
13. 
dl. 
10. 
19; 
31. 
33. 
ine 
23. 

8. 
aE 
32. 
45, 
49, 


yt. 


35. 
12. 
25. 
30. 
uF 
3. 
10, 
2. 
12. 
6. 


eOavpafov (pro eBauBnOncar) 

KkaQapovov (pro KaSapicpov) 

mpocedVey (pro mpoceyyicat) 

Oavpafery avtous (pro e€ictacba Tavtas) 
eoTTAapLEvov (PYO aTropiLwr) 


voov (pro eGewper) | Negl. Sod. W. Male Sod, deD evdov, habet 
eGewpovr | 

exely aUToV (pro exer) 

KUKAW avuTOU (P70 KUKNG TOUS TrEpt avToOV) 

Ta opvea (pro Ta TeTELva) 

TiTTOVTES (p10 oTrapeVTES) 

av&e. (pro avaBatver) 

ovvTpiBovta (pro cvvOdtBovTa) 

ouKeTe (pro exer ovdepway) 

eEerreutrov (pro e&eBadXor) 

AouTrov (pro ovyov) 

abetwy (pro KakoNoyov) 

diavorav (pro Kapdcar) 

evs THY SexaTroNLy (pro SexaTroNEws) 

mpoodaBomeros (pro atroNaBopevos) 

av (pro Trap) 

evTTuaas (pro mTuUTAs) 

mepuBreTropevor (pre mrepuBrerapevor) 

TL ovy (pro ote prin) 

epaTnoat (pro erepwrnaat) (al) 

Kovyov (pro atroxow ov) 

ata ynOnoetar (pro adic Onoerac) 

amo Tov Noyou (pro ert TH AoYw) 

aiTnowpmeba (pro aitnowper) 

aupuov (pro etavptov) 

avn (pro adn) | Negl. Sod] 

at (pro e& pr.) (al*") 

eEwpv&ev (pro cat wpv€ev) 

edipay +Kat amextivay (346) 

26. aveyywxate (pro aveyvwrte) 

aheOn ovde SvadvOncerat (pro KatadvOn) 

avactnoovtat (pro eravactnaovtat) (348 Sod’) 

Kotrov (p10 KoTrous) 
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ive 20. toa eee! (pro SvacKopriaOncerar) | N ge Sod | 
30. apynon (pro atrapv7non) 
32. eEepyovtac (pro epyovTat) 
53. ouvmopevovtat (pro auvepyovtat avtw) (Sod'*") 
61. evroynuevou (pro evroyntov) and so V 28 c*™ 
70. mepteatnkotes (pro mapectwtes) (cf. a) 
xvi. 1. escerOoveas (pro edOovcar) 
5. Oewpovow (pro edov) 

In ch. i—v., where the e and b ¢ e sympathy is paramount, the 
retranslation is very thick. Afterwards it shades off but does not 
disappear. What is there is not only retranslation from Latin, but from 
the other Versions. Of these 45 cases only 5 find any support. 

Observe also in iii. 1 a genitive absolute cas evseAMovtos avtou for Kau 

“eon Oev, which cannot come from the parallels, and must be from 0 ¢ e. 
“et cum introisset.”” The others have “et introivit.” Cf ix. 28, where 
for ‘‘et cum introisset”’ of all Latins the Greeks only vary between 
etoeNOovtos avUTOU and ecceNOovta QuTOV. 

Consider also yuveras and eyeveto: 

At iv. 87 D writes eyevero with which Tisch groups all the Latins, while 
_ ywetas (so W) is the reading of the other Greeks. But 
observe the reverse at : 

11. 15. yeveras only NBLW 383 2”° 604 892* W-H c& Sod tat, and 

eyevero D and all the rest. [Om. Sod°°. } 

It seems clear that factus est or facta est or factum est is 
rendered either yeverac or eyevero. And the way in which the 
MSS occasionally go apart looks like a Latin base out of which 
the variations sprung. 

When I published Evan 604 it became apparent that there was a 
reason for the Latinisms in that ms, when we took into consideration the 
sympathetic bond between D 2”° and 604. It became clear to me how 
ancient was this Latin base. Lest some should still think that the 
Latinisms and evidences of retranslation in 1 13 28 2?* and 604 are late, 
I have exhibited first a typical list in the great ms W. 

Now there is much Jess of this in 28 and not more as we come down 

- the line, as far as actual age (not actual text) is concerned. But to show 

how the matter is interlocked I will exhibit these examples. 
We find in 28 at: 
1.19. katacKevafovtas (pro Kxataptifortas), but this is mele in 124 
[non fam] although not in W. 
xii. 34. cvvartws (= ovvetws) pro vouveyws apparently unique by 28. 
xiv. 1. xkpatnowow Kat (pro kpatnoavtes) = latt syrr (et Sod minn’). 
As to 28 and 604: 


ill. 14. Here 28 and 604 conspire alone to give us Tepe avtoy (pro pet 
avTov) 


vi. 


Xiil. 


Vili. 
XIV. 


Was 


Vi. 


1X. 


Vi. 
1x. 


XVi. 
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As to 604 alone: 


. eav (pro SiKTva) 

. €XaXouv (pro edeyor) 

. Aywvns (pro Oadracans) (Cf. Merx de Nupv. et-Oar.) 

. ernpnoav (pro expatncav) [Cf. D vii. 4 rnpew alone for xparecy] 
. odacr (pro ndeucav DW; sciebant latt) 


2P¢ alone: 


. auTows (pro pet avtwv), where D 33 604 Paris®’ have zpos avtous 


Om. Sod™™ , Om. pet avtav Kat Neyer 273. 
2P° and 604 : 


. wa paywow (pro dayev sec.) Cf.abq. Cf. syr sin. 
. embers (pro TLOets) 

. avactnaetat (pro eyepOnoetar) | Sod adds °° | 

29. cav (pro cat ee) Add Sod’ 8" and D (at eav) 


D 28; 


. Onralopevats (pro Onrafoveats) 


Dore 


. &v eon TH Caracon (pro ev p. THS Baracons) 
. €oTW H Kapo.a (pro exete THY Kapdiav) Add Sod°®? 
5. wa Cavatwcovaw (pro es to Oavatwcat) et 1 Sod” Laura‘ 1% 


D 604: 


. eyylota (pro Kukd@) latt°™” proximas 


D 2° 604 : 


8. Kal ehavvovTas (pro ev Tw edavvew) | Sod adds °° ? | 
. TRaTevals (pro ayopats) 


W 604: 


. ndurnPncav (pro wyvoav) Add Sod’? 


W 28: 


. Kndevoat (pro Kat npav) 

. eyerpeTat (pro avaotncetat) Add Sod'8* 

3. duedexOnre (pro duehoyiterGe) Add fam 1 and Sod!" 

. emituvaTpeyouvew sic et W et 28 (pro ericvvaker vel ericvvatouat) 


[Male Sod de W] . 


. OmKovoveay (pro kat dunxovour) W ; dvaxovovaat 28 | Recte Sod. 


Male Scholz dvaxovnea | 
W 28 2 604 : 


. © ovopa (pro ovoparte) | Negl. Sod 604 | 


D(W): 


. oS (pro oa) Cf. W 
. €Y TM OVOMAaTL (pro ETL TW OV.) ana 69 Sod in nomine latt 
. €BAnOn (pro BeBAnrar) 


DW 2°: 


. poe Oar (pro exOapBeocbe) Add 115 
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and such a thing as in N: 
NW Sod? 1.13 28 2P¢ 604: 
xl. 41. +7ov (ante yarxov) [Add Sod'**". Negl. Sod & ut Tisch om. 
Care| 
orin C: 
vi. 19. enter (pro nOerev) C latt 
Oe in A <2 
xiii. 8. avte eOvov (pro ex eOvos) A*; so contra gentem b c ad 8* 
vg™4, adversus gentem q. [Sod neglects A*: A*'P has ex 
eOvos supra but as an afterthought. | 


or Origen : 
xii. 24. ywvwoxovtes (pro edotes) D Orig alone (cf. latt vett’) 


-not to speak of N, which: has a good many personal retranslations, but. 


they are involved frequently with parallels. 

At any rate the matters in question are all easily reducible to a very 
early age. 

As to a thing like xii. 18 avacracus ove eotw fam 1 13 28 [non DW 
rell| for avactacw jn ewat this is probable retranslation, but has no 
reference to other features. 

We will now allow to follow a list of some of the evidence for a 
double or treble Greek recension in St. Mark as opposed to what comes 
very near a single line among the Latins. 

If ever Bishop Westcott’s dictum} holds true it is as regards the 
authorities for St. Mark’s Gospel. It is useless to seek the truth in any 
one document here, and although D d have an ancient base, } is:found 
to share it and go beyond them in brevity, while W in connection with 
b e k and the other Latins is absolutely essential to a true understanding 
of the mixture (old as it all is) which pervades the text. NB alone 
here are more than useless. _ 


t It does not seem necessary to tabulate the many unique retranslations of D®™ from 
Latin, as they are so well known, although I know of no complete list. 

t “No authority has an unvarying value. No authority is ever homogeneous.” 
Compare also Blass (‘ Philology of the Gospels,’ pp. 58 and 70): ‘In reality the blame is 
to be cast upon the textual tradition and not upon the author, and we may learn from 
this quite evident case that those written copies (not to speak of editions) which we are 
accustomed to rely upon by no means deserve implicit trust. Which copies, then, do 
deserve it? No single copy at all, but if anything the tradition taken as a whole, with 
entire liberty to select in each individual case that branch of the tradition for our guide 
which shall seem to us to be in this case most trustworthy, even if it is a heretical 
witness like Marcion.” 

Of course, the fact that mparn in one of these passages, and ArZeprivey in the other, 
is almost universally attested, is not to be understood as being the result of one great 
deliberate action, viz., of a revision of the text made at a definite time by definite men, 
and then imposed upon the whole Christian Church. If such a revision had taken place 
in the ancient Church, like those revisions which have been made for instance at different 
times in the English Church, we should certainly hear of that fact from some of the 
numerous ecclesiastical writers whose works have come down to us.”’ 


CHAPTER V. 
Two OR MORE GREEK RECENSIONS IN ST. MARK. 


“We have now shown reasons for believing that the whole body of Western Latin 
readings go back into a single bilingual copy, the remote ancestor of the Codex Bezae ; 
and we have also seen that the Greek of the Beza owes the greater part of its textual 
and grammatical peculiarities to the reflex action of ats own Latin.”—Rendel Harris, 
‘Codex Bezae,’ p. 171. 


“‘ There are cases where a book or paper, whose actual results cannot be accepted, is 
far more valuable and suggestive than many statements of certain and indisputable facts 
are. Hicks’ paper is one of these cases; its value in method is quite distinct from its 
value in results.”—Ramsay, ‘St. Paul at Ephesus’ in ‘The Church in the Roman 
Empire,’ p. 118. 


The very imperfect suggestions offered in my ‘Genesis of the 
Versions,’ vol. I. p. 28 seg., are much more fully illustrated here. Any 
examples which seem beside the mark are amply compensated for by. 


others which show a definite Latin background. 
Mark 


ti. 6. deppny D* pellema (Cf. p.127 seq) | vestem depilis 7 (syr) 
tpixas rell gr et d 
Ti. 7. Kae eXeyev autos D da (r) 
Kal exnpvocev Neywv rel 
16. tov aderdpov avtou DGT et W3 28 33 872 al. it!’ vg syr aeth 
- z 5) TOU TLLwVOS E*FHKSUVII ec =®@ al. 


mult goth slav 
. 5) TOU TLL@VOS AE?A min” 


c 5». TLLWVOS NBLM 2 al.) ar 6 copt arm 
24. oSapev NLA" 892 boh (hiat sah) arm aeth Orig”® Orig 
Eus™* Bas Cyr™* Chr Iren™ (Teat?™ t) Hil Aug al. Sod™* 
oda BD rell et W2® minn omn rell vid, latt omn et & 
[contra A®| syr pers goth W-H** 
31. extevas THhv yEelpa Kpatnoas nyepev avTny Db dr q (—avtmp) 
(f +avrny) 
NYELPEV AUTNY KPaTHTAS THS YELPOS fell et al. lat (tenens e) 
EXTWWaS THY YELpA Kat ETINABopeEVOS eye_pev avTnV W 


il. 15. yeverau NBLW 383 2?° 604 892* 
evyeveTo D rell (Om. Sod) factum est latt 
23, dvatropevec Oar BCD 
Topever Oat W fam 13 Sod | Cf latt 
Tapatropevec bat N plur 
26. pet avtov DW= Sod® are 604 al 


CUV avT@ NB rell et ® 


+ But such circumscribed divisions I do not add to further. 
$ But Tert™* “scio” doubtless ex Luc iy. 84and Tert”™* probably refers to Luke iy. 41. 


Mark — 


ill. 3. Tw THv Enpay yerpa eyovTe 


oe 
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NC*A Sod”? d Tisch ed™ tut 
B(L) -2°° 892 a boh sah - 
aeth (syr —exovte) Treg W-H tat 


Tw THY YELpa exovTe Enpav 


tw Enpav eyovTl THY YELpa 33 

Tw eEnpaupevny EXoVTL THY YELpa Unc al. et SP tat rec. et 
Tisch vil. 

TW eyoVTL THY YELpa eEnpapevnV D of lat 


TW ExovTL THY yElpa Enpav 
T@ THY YELpA EYoVTL eENpaypevNV 28 124 
Tw THY eEnpapmevnY KELPA EXOVTL Sod txt ABSQUE ULLA 


AUCTORITATE. 
els DHP 131 209 2388 y*™ 2° 
al” Paris®" 
eTre "  X al.? [non apud Sod] 
T™pos NB plur et W® 1 al. mult } Lat: ad 
ah ; sic 118 

T pos 

Tapa fam 13 28 Sod?" 
. @KOVOVTES NBA et W fam 1 fam 18 

892 2°° copt W-H Sod** audientes Jatt?! 

 akovaaytes D* rell pl a syr arm 

OTAVTES NS (cf lat stantes) 

OTNKOVTES BC*A 28 

EOTNKOTES C’GL fam 1 124 604 892 Sod?#* 

ECTWTES DW rell gr mann et 2°° 

kadovvtes NBCL et W 1 13 28 892 W-H Sod 


obid. 


sed 
10. 


ibid, 


12. 


dovovvtes DD rell (AaXovvtes 2°°) vocantes lati 


EnTouvTes A. 


Om. Ada 
. DACLA et 
avEavopevov Sate Me ‘ el Ceres Wee 
av&avovTa II une? et SP a i ee b 
28 minn tat rec. mut e k) 
cum incremento a (onr 2P°) 
avEavomeva NB soli et W-H R-V (De adXa init ??) 


ot wabntar avtov DW Sod fam 13 28 2° it omn (non f) syr 

ol Trept auTou avy Tos dwdexa NB rell omn syr pesh vg copt aeth 

Tis n TapaBoArn avTN DW Sod?” fam 13 28 2°° ct omn et f 

tas TrapaBoXas NBCLA 892 et W-H txt (syr sin) 

Thv TapaBoAnv A unc! et {® et Sod tat 

De parabola illa vel de parabolis illis syr boh (e@Re) et sah 
Tov TapaBodwy 

apeOncopar D* d fai gq 7 vg" aeth (adnow D°) 

apeOn NBLA unc’ et W2® Sod Orig 1/2 


apencerar AKII min alig Orig 1/2 t (sah boh syr) 
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TaD: 


21. 


ol. 


32. 


39. 


T 22. 


26. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


apepel 1D) 

Epel W 28 

apace NCA (Matt.) 

Apel B plur 

(it?! vg aufert vel tollit, auferet ¢ d 1 q) 
epyetae = Plur et syr peshl qvg Om. Sod 


adfertur 0b aeth accendit 
atretat D (vis duplex) : luc. et afferet 
xasetas Wise Boha} pil 
oTroTav Wey 
0 OTL av D 
oTav X 
os oTav B plur 
@S OTAaV C*A 
av&eu W ber (ef. ¢Q) 
avaBatr et NB rell pl 
Om D di, habent cae yeverar tantum 
hywOnre W bce ff, 
clwTra Kat pynwOnre D* aeth sah boh vgAt 
owwTa TEpLULwWTO NB rell, d et latt rell syr (hiat sin) 
cera piuwoo L [Om. claus. A 6| 
. pynwacw NABCLAII wre’ Sod Cf. xv. 46 et 
pyneLors DH al. et W Xvi. 2. 
. Tpocedpapev W dbceigq,r (occurrit) 
cOpapev NB rell et D* 
. aTraryyetNov NBCA® Paris” Sod #. #14 ae tat 
Svaryryethov DW fam 1 18 28 604 
avaryyelNov A rell et B minn pl et 2¥° 
mpocerecev )*", erecev Sod'** | procidita bef ffzl qr 8 vg 
mpoomimte W fam 13 (procidens d) 
TeTTEL NB rell et Sod°° et cadens e 
adda pwaddov els TO yELpov ENOovca Plur et W (vide post) 
s 4» €1L TO XELpov EXOovTA Sod’® 2r° 604 


4 TL TO YeLpoV (—e\Govea) D™* 


d and if. vg'! have sed magis deterius habebat, but b ¢ jf, only sed 
peius habebat, e sed deterius haberet, q 7 sed deterius habebat, a? sed. 
peius deterius habebat, 6 sed magis in deterius venit. 

D alone seems to elide the verb. Possibly the expression ev was 
supposed to be sufficient without it (cf. syr?* mut syr™™), but 2”° 604 
retain e\@ovca. Coptic retains the verb. 

I give this at length because there has evidently been trouble about 
the double «d@ovea in ver 27 fin and ver 28. In the following verse 28 a 
a change of order obtains as to the Bie e. of eA@ovea. Indeed W 


' This marks the extreme o limit of e’s re ia influence on W hatetefore in Make 
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(alone) makes the one serve for both: eA@ovaa Kat axovoaca Tepe Tov ww ev 
Tw oxhw oTriabev mato avtov eliding the second «fovea, as D does the © 


first. 


But as there is a slight space in W after «A@ovoa we must treat the 


omission as in ver 28. We then get this result: 


W kat axovoaca Tept Tov W ev T@ OYAW NWaTO aUTOU 


D 2°° axovoaca Treps Tov ww eMovoa omiaOev. Kat MraTO TOU Lf. AUTOU EV 


T@ OXAW 
d audito de ihu venit de retro et tetigit vest. ejus inter turbam 
i » 9» 9» 9, retro et tetigit vest. ejus in turbam (es Tov 


oynrov fam 13 28 NS) 
@ cum audisset de Jesu venit a retro et tetigit tunic. illius inter 
turbam 
q audito de ifu venit retro et tigit vest. ejus inter turba 
b Sr eae eee pes ,, 1n turba et tetigit vest. ejus 


NB pier axovoaca (+Ta NBCA Hust 33) wept tov wW eXovoa ev TW oyrw 


omiabev mato . . . fam 1 Sod’ ¢ om ev Tw oxdw. 


Mark vy. 36. tov Noyov (+ Tov B) ive ae Plur 


ToUTOV Tov Noyor D latt" 
Latin = audito hoc verbo etc, but b simply audito. It looks 
as if the differences arose simply from translation from Latin. 
Amplified in retranslation by copt and vg as: ‘Jesus autem 
verbo quod dicebatur audito.”’ 


ibid. wapaxovoas NBLA*" W e 892*? W-H Sod tat [| Male Sod de 2°°| 


aKovaas AD rell omn Sod et 2°° (e sal. Cronin) et verss 


387. Tapaxorovdncar DW fam 1 28 124 |This bears on the wording 


2P* 604 ol peMarks in xvi. - 17 
suvaxorovOncar NB rell et Sod” | TApAKon. 
axorovOnoar AKII* minn aliq ; evoeX@erv Sod*®, e introire. 

2. d00aca touT#® NBCLA 892 W-H tat 
doGecca avtw = iD rell et W et Sod tat 
The Latins have zlz for the most part (e+ a e) and re- 
translation is a more probable influence here for this change 
- than anything else. 
5. exes tromoar ovdewiav dvvaywy NBCLA fam 1 [non 118] 278 
892 W-H (ex. trot. ovdepiv sic Sod°*°) 
exel ovdeptav Tronoas duvvauwv ~=9§ DD ad Orig’* Hier 
exe ovdepiav duvauw tromoat A plur fam™ et Sod tat [Male de 


fam | 
sed overt troinoar duvamw W (—exev) 
9. See Latin and five varying Greek forms. 
19. quaerebat abcdigqr (hiant e k) et e&mre C* 
volebat I 21 8 vg et Gr omn rell et WA nOerev 
20. axovcas Une et plur 
akovay 28 157 Paris’ min al® audiens b fir 


akovoas is much more correct here, therefore how came axovewv 


into 28 al. except via Latin ? 
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740. 


50. 


51. 


55. 


+ Tisch 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


. tou Bartifovtos NBLA* 2?° [non 28] + Sod”! et Sod™ 


tou Bartictov DW rell omn minn et latt copt 


. tov Bartifovtos Li 604 892 only! 


tov Bartustov NBA 2?° rell! 


. eyyora D 604 et it vg proximas (praeter 6 om. Habet 


Vicos supra KUKX@ !) 
KUKN@ NBW rell 

[Observe in this verse +wa before ayopacwow D* alone 
apparently with Paris’; d has e¢ not ut] 

KaTa eKaToV Kal Kata TevT. NBD 21 boh (literatum) W-H Sod. 
VAS 5, Oe Ree A yell unc minn et sah (literatim) 
P (—ava prim) kar avaN W (—ava sec 33clr Orig) —ava bis a. 

The Latin per. ..per serves for this, and there could not be a 
more certain place for bohairic influence than this. Boh uses 
KATA.» KATA literatim, while sah has twa...NA OY NAN 
..-fasm. W also uses ava (once) and not kata. 
char. pet avtwv Plur, but erar. mpos avtovs Dt 33 604, 
and autous 2°, “Ad eos” ad f ff21 q 7, Ad illos c, but b = 
callie 

I refuse absolutely to connect this with a ‘“‘ provincialism ”’ 
as Gregory and Souter imply by their criticism of other 
examples adduced previously. This is simply a double 
recension, and 6 seems to hold the original “‘illis” (as 2?° 
avtots) Whence pet avtov in translation. 

In the verse following wav is omitted by DW3"" Sod’ “" 1 28 
273°" 604. Here W comes to join us (rather exceptionally 
hereabouts) and with ) “‘abundantius”’ (against the latin plus 
magis) witnesses to a base without wav. The Latin plus 
magis, or magis plus of c can equally well be a translation of | 
the Greek ex mepuscou or ex Tepicows (Tepicows D) without 
duav. I see two recensions here. [Confuse Sod fam I*.| 
xopav NBLA Sod’ **™ $4 33 892 Paris” copt W-H Sod tat. 
(Again the same group which we have charged with other 
matters hereabouts, so that the issue is very square as to who 
holds and who does not hold the original base) against 
Teprywpov DW unc rell et SP et 28 2” 604 minn. 

The Latin of dis merely regionem it is true, as of 7¢”, but 
b-q (together proving their base) say confinem regionis, so that 
either this reproduces mepuywpor, or if regionem be basic the 
double Greek recension is accounted for. 


quotes 2P¢ for xara as does Horner following him, but Cronin does not 


report this nor von Soden and Belsheim prints ava uncorrected by Cronin. As Paris deserts 
both N and B here (it generally sides with one or the other) cara seems pretty clearly a 
preference of NBD, for Origen opposes with ava. 


$ Tisch writes avrois here in error as to D. Add Paris” for xpos avrous. 


‘ 


Mark 


ibid fin. 


we D0. 


vil 3. 
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Here are any amount of variations, all bearing on retranslation © 
and consideration, the actual basic reading being very doubtful. 
Kat oout (—av) - NDA 1 33 Paris” Sod'** * contra B rell cae 


ogo. av (vel ear). 


muxva SW D (subinde) f g. l vg goth copt 
syr aeth 

muyun BD(rveun) rell ef YO minn 
(ruypo Sod'***) et ¢ ffaiq r Orig 

(primo d, momento a. OmA6 sah syr sin. Hiant e k) 
Subinde of b if basic, as is possible, may have caused the 
trouble. At any rate retranslation is quite possible here. W 
seems to show that e k probably opposed BD here, but what 
they read must remain uncertain. [See my edition of the 
‘Morgan Gospels,’ p. lviii. | 


cerebro pugillo aur 


. pavticwytat NB 40 53 71 86 179 2387 240 244 259 Huthym 


Barticwvtat DA pl et W2® minn al. et Paris” Orig. 

As to pavrigm cof Hebr ix. 13 19 21 x. 22, but especially 
(not in Concordances) Apoc xix. 13 pepavticpevov P, eppavtic- 
pevov Hipp, mepipepavticpevov N° and mepipepappevov &* (for 


_ BeBappevov) showing that NB probably made a deliberate 


ibid. 


or 


14. 


ve 


19. 


abid. 


change above at Mark vii. 4. In the Apoc the Latins agree 
as to “sprinkling.” [Cf. Merx, p. 70 ad loc. Me. vii. 4. | 
TNpEw D d et it" vg servare, 
kpatew 8B reli et WE® minn omn vid sed b tenere 

There must be a reason for these things, and that reason 
has already been suggested. Unfortunately here a (which I 
have shown elsewhere was probably retranslating from the 
Greek of D) does not express it ‘‘ quae acceperunt tradita.”’ 
Whether we are to regard b’s “‘ tenere’”’ here as basic I do not 
know. c has servare and e k are wanting. Above, tenentes of 
d latt = xpatovytes of ali Greeks and D, so that tenere of b 
may well be basic, tnpev simply D’s translation, and servare 
retranslation from D. (Cf. ix. 10 ernpnoav pro expatnoav 
604 alone.) 


. Tas xepow DW 28 2? soli vid must indicate a translation 


NEepow Rell. change in all probability 
axovaate BDH Sod 21 2° 892 W-H & Sod tat 
axovete WN rell et W minn et Paris” 
TOV OLKOV NA (D) al. pauc sah boh syr | most likely from re- 
OLKOV B plur et W translation 
ELT EPXETAL LB se 
evaTropevetar Fell et W (dd introuit wt latt rell) 
eEepyetau 1g 
extopevetat B plur (mropevetar A, extropevovtat Sod” [ = Paris” | 
in ed. N.T. contra ed. Schmidtke) 
L 


audite latt 
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vii. 24. 


38. 


35. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


exBarretas NID minnsPt™ 


YOpel W (cf. @ et boh) > 
nrbev M 28 278 2°¢ 604 Hust® Orig 
e&n ev LA (evonr ev 245) . 


amn\Gev Plur et DW (abut Latt) 
mpocraPomevos W 
atroAaBopevos NBD plur minn plur et 2”° Paris*’ 892* 
emtraBopevos E*I' 118-131-209 157 213 604 892** al” et Hust ™ 
AaBopevos A G3 500" 
adprehendens a Jl 6 vg, sed suscipiens b d 7% 7, accipiens ¢ q, 
adcipiens ff, adsumens f 
In these cases where the Latins vary so much,{ there has 
been already Greek reaction on them. We must assume 
suscipiens of b dir or accipiens of ¢ ff. ¢ to be the more basic. 
Probably c (= ek? which are wanting) = W". 
nvoynoav BA1-209[non 118] 892 W-H Sod txt, nvvynoay SD 
nvotxOnoav Li Sod** | Sod’? 
Sinvorynoav 124 2° 604 dunvuynoav W 
SunvorxOnoav AN rell et SP minn pl et 28 Paris” 
(The latin remains unchanged: apertae sunt, and none 
apparently adapertae sunt.) 


36 init. Here also praeceptt of latt is uniform and the Greeks (including 


W) agree on dvectetkato. Only A and Paris” vary with 
evetethato [A repeats at vil. 15 but not Paris®”]. 


ibid. Neyoow NBULW*A et W Sod 28 83 892 2” Paris’ W-H Sod™ 


abid. 


ibid. 


Vill. 


37. 


5. 


ewow D rell et [® minn pl 

Although D d b ¢ ff, ¢ omit ocov de avtous dverredXeTo, it is 
noteworthy that W (which retains with the other Greeks 
and a f gz l q vg) writes oow... = quanto of f gz (quando) 
vg so that even here W£ sympathises with Latin. 
TEPLTTOTEPWS NDW‘° 61 604 Sod'44? 69% 

TEplLTTOTEPOV B rell et W 

uTrepextrepicows DU fam 1 435 604 


eg nee Se uT@eptreptacou 2 Sod'**4 eo amplius Jatt 
uTeptepiccws NB et XD minn pl vid 
nNpora NBLA 892 Paris” W-H 

NpOTnoEV WwW 

ETNPWTNTEV M Sod}? 

eTNpPOTA D rell et {® Sod** 


interrogavit 7t omn (praeter a interrogabat) 


. mapayyerrer NBD"L 892 lvgPPleey W-H Sod. vel wapyyyerre 


rell et latt®' praecepit (rapayyeixas Sod”? 2°*), 


} See the other Lists where they do not vary among themselves. 
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ery emTeTake Origen (=latt praecepit, vi. 27 39) 
vill. 7. mapeOnxev N* tantum et Tisch’ 
‘ exeXevoev TrapaTtelOevas D (jussit latt-sah aeth ?) 
elev TrapaTlOevat DAN LT I937 2892 sod Ne WT 


Sod. (ex7ev mrapateOnvar A ct (®)) of latt apponi 
emev Tapabewas GM*NUVXIIS et W 2? al. of syr copt 
evrev Trapalnvae KFHAKSW'T 28 al. mult 
evrev TrapaleTe C 33 (Paris*’) 

Of verss. Male Tisch de d “ dixit pro jussit.” Habet d: “ et gratias 
agens dixit (0b D™ kau evyapiotnoas pro Kau evdoynoas) et Ipsos jussit 
adponi.” 

Cf compositionem et contextum in docum. diversis. 


vill. 12. &ytee anmevov NBCDLA Sod fam 1 28 33 2°° 604 892 
Paris*’ W-H Sod. 
quaerit signum abcd (quaeret) ff, 116 vg" copt aeth syr 
onevoy emetnret AN rell et WE® Orig 
signum quaerit fn2d 7 vg"4 goth arm 


N.B.—Here, with differing order, the simple quaerit is constant 
among Latins. This kind of thing is quite different from what occurs 
in the next verse vili. 13 where N> substitute catadirov for ages. 
This is simply ex Matthew. 

viii. 15. opate Prerere NB most and W2 (PB: opate Kat Pderrere) 
but D Sod®® 2? fam 1 2 2°* omit opate, and A 604 omit Prerrere. 
The Latins (all except ¢f 921 gat aur vg) and syr sin only use one 
expression, but this varies: a k vg™ syr sin using cavete 
while: bd ff, 1 q r use videte 
Teavete 
videte 

In view of all that has passed before it is probable that either cavete 
or videte is basic. Cavete may have grown out of videte, and opate 
Prerrere out of cavete. 

vill. 17. wem. exere THY Kapdiay yuo =9§ Pluret Wf ga 1 vg (habetis) 


Over opave in A stands 


exovtes 28 
TET. ETTLY N KAPOLA ULV D* a q syr 
TET. ULOV ETL N KapOLA Sod? QPe 
TET. ELTL AL KapPdLaL VLOY bed ffot (hiat k) 


[Male Sod. de W ; non accurate de latt. et d]. 
Sah: your heart (is) hard. Boh: Is your heart hardened. 
23. This whole verse shows signs of peculiar handling. D starts off 
with AaBowevos tHv yepa for eriiaBopevos THs yelpos, as to 
which, curiously enough, all other Greeks are agreed among 
themselves for adpraehendi manum of d (adpraehensa~ manu 
of ack 6, adprehendit manum of bi q 7, adprehendens manum 


t “‘mapareOnvac is the reading commended by the usage of the language.” 
Buttmann, Blass. 


Te, 
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of f fe gio l vg). For tov tupdrov W 1 28 2° 604 substitute 
avtov against Latin, 3 131 229 238 Sod‘ *!" "" conflate avtou 
Tou Tuprov, as diatess. 

For e€nveycey NBCI(A) 33 Paris” Sod °°" %° e¢ tat, the- 
rest and W have e€myayev. The Latins vary between duxit 
(bc ffo got 1 gat), eduxit (d f 18 vg), produart (a k), ercit (q). 
Then W alone has evrrvoas for mtvcas (exspuens Jatt) and adds 
cat before eriBers with G 113 28 273 Sod” and a b c d against 
D*. Paris®’ omits evs before oupata. For avtw a few have avtov 
but W er avtw. For interrogabat of d and Latins, ernpota 
most, but npwra W 251* Sod"? ernpwtncev N=, D™ has 
erepwta. For indirect question ev Ts Bderes of S and most Greeks, 
all Latins, and syr goth arm, BCD®A Sod 372 2?° Paris’ 
copt aeth substitute direct oration e Te Brees, and W has 
ev Breet eliding 7, while & alone puts aliquit after videret. 
(Srerrew 13 [non fam] perhaps a good way out of the difficulty.) 

Surely this mwst mean retranslation. 


viii. 25 init. eta wadkw Greeks, but car tadw D and et iterwm by b 


ibid. 


ibid. 


26. 
27. 
28. 


bid. 


29, 


d ff2tk qr (c “et rursus’”’) sy7 sin. 
Cf further remarks as to this under caption ‘‘Itala as a 
unit.” 
Kat dueBrevev NBC*LWA* fam 1 28 Sod’? 
kat eveBrerev -C* boh (cf sah aeth aliter) et vidit k (syr sin ?) 
Kat np~ato avaBrerar D be dgoffril rs vg pers 
Kat evoincev avtov avaBreyar ANX unc" et =® al. af q. 
Om syr pesh. 
Kat eTroncev avtov avaBreyar Kat SueBrewev fam 13 [non 124] 
wote avaPrefar... D it vg 


Kat eBderpev N Sod?°? 144 348 2° sah 6, ear eBrerrev 244 syr 

Kat eveBrerrev BL 28 13-69 278 v*" W-H Sod, xar 
; aveBnerev A 346 

Kat aveBderrev sic W*, nat aveBrevrev FM 124 157 al. 

Kat eveBrerpev A unc al. pl. (Om. Paris®’). 

Compare the different recensions here in Tisch. 

Els KaLoapLay Dabdfriqr 

els Tas Kwpas Kaicapias NB rell et W2D. cf kl dvg 

evTrav NBCLA Paris” (892) k S copt syr aeth [non Sod“ | 


atexpiOycav Dunc et WE® minn it omn (praeter k 8) vg goth 
(arm ut Luc ov d¢ atroxp. evrav) 


OTL Els TMV TrpOd. NBCL 892 Paris” copt (sy) W-H Sod txt 


[evs Twv pod. 2° test. Muralt Tisch, non Belsh Cronin | 
eva Tov Tpod. A unc et W2® Sod minn et k 8 
ws eva Tov Tpod. D Sod 4” it vg (praeter k) 


ernowta avtovy NBCDLA 53 892 2?* Sod* et Sod™' a fh q 
(c) 8 copt 


GREEK RECENSIONS IN ST. MARK. 149 


Mark 
Neyet avTous A une rell et W2® Sod bilrvug (f k) 
goth arm aeth syr (edeyev Sod)**°) 
vill. 80. evrwow CDG Sod**! 
Aeyoou NB rell et W (Neyouow) SP minn 
33. meTpw NBDL 21 hi soli et W-H Sod tat (cf copt lat) 
TW TETPO A une rell et WE® minn et Paris* 


34, ev Tes NBC*DLA et W fam 1 fam 18 28 115 183 2° 604 
SJ2rearie’* laura, ( Sod? ‘2? 141 am $6" Host 3 48 
at vg arm Orig Orig™ Synops (Ath) W-H Sod. 

ooTts A unc rell” et SP Sod minn rell™ copt syr 


ibid. axorovbew C*DX unc? ef W® 1 28 al ct vg 
goth aeth (adhaerere aeth™) sah et Sod taut 
erOeuv NABCPKLIATISS al. c kl gat boh syr 


: arm Orig@t Synops et W-H 
eGew Kat axorovbiy =6 AS 
ix. 2. avayee DW® 2°, d fai gq k**? 1 et & (super A®™ avadepe) = 
ducit. Rellabcfgnvg duxit, k* insefuit. 
avadepes NB rell omn gr et WP Sod 
3. Tt D det bi (avOpwros syr pesh pers) 
yvaheus NB rell gr et WP minn (et 2" rell) copt aeth latt rell 
Om. claus. X an syr sin 


| Hoc loco incipit V | 


6. amroxpl0n BC*LA®Y 1 28 33 2P° | Male Sod de c** et s**] 604 
892 Paris®’ Sod ®™8 k boh W-H Sod tat (amrexps0n S Orig’) 
AAACN C°U*® al. pauc | ac ff2 n ¢ loqueretur, b fil r 
AaAnoes D reli pl et 4, vg Tert aeth diceret 
arev W. erarec Sod. Cf syr sah 

ibid. expoBor yap eyevovto NBCDLAW Sod 33 892 2°° Paris® 
Sod™*, cf latt pl sah W-H Sod tat 
noav yap expoBor AN rell et W2® of f lg vg boh 
(The point is not the order as much as noav and eyevovto. Cf. 
the Latin expressions. ex. yap noav 4 Sod*?**",) 

7. eyeveto dovn NBCLAY 892 Paris™” boh syr pesh et 6 W-H 

nrOev hovn D rell et latt omn (non 8) goth sah syr sin Sod 
[Om mr@ev vel eyevero W 1. 7 Sod? k (c) ex Matt ?] 
+8. e€arwa NB plur et WE® minn pl 
evdews DW! Sod 28 668 69 2P° Sod?°*? 44 (statim a d gis 
ilnr vg) (c fo repente, f confestim, k subito, g continuo) 
Om b cum diatess; of Luc 1x. 36 


Tt Note Marsh’s Michaelis vol. i. pt. 1. p. 144 as to the ‘‘ Alexandrian idiom in the 
N.T.” where he says: e£amwa which is used in the Gospel of 8. Mark and in the Septua- 
gint (Lev. Numb. Josh. Isai. Psa. 2 Chron.) and of which Thomas Magister says that it 
is absolutely no Greek word and perfectly spurious, has been found by Kypke in 
Jamblichus (Protrept xx. 125). Not mentioned in Liddell and Scott. 
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ibid, adda ACLXTATI unc® et W® Sod” minn”! arm Sod™ 
El LN NBDN et W°SPi 383 61 892 Hust 48 49 et Paris” 
Sod** W-H tat (nca sah, e&RA boh) 
arr 27 Sod! 8 TiauraA!4 (teste Soden non Lake). 
Latt omn nisi goth alja of syr a An 


This is one of the most peculiar places on record. All the Latins 
use nist. In Matt xvii. 8 the Greeks use et wn. (In Luke it is different: 
Kat ev To yeverOat Thy Pwvnv evpeOn Inoous povos.) 

If e« wy in Greek be original and not drawn from Matthew, or 
translated from the Latin nist, why should all the other Greeks use ad\Xa 
here, which corresponds curiously enough almost literatim to the gothic 
alja (German als) and to the syriac for nist. In St. Matthew where 
the Greek is e wn the Latins have again naturally nisi. But according 
to all rules of criticism, as ev wn is the Matthaean Greek expression, ad\a 
in St. Mark (being different) should be looked upon with favour (since 
it could not be drawn from there) especially as W supports the other 
seventeen uncials which use it and thus Soden acts here instinctively. 
Very few minuscules support the ec wy of NBDNW*2Y in Mark. 

Sah uses erxanti in Matt (against Rca in Mark) but boh uses the 
same e§HA in Matt as in Mark; the syriacs use the same word in Matt 
and Mark (in Matthew goth is wanting). 

Of course Hort forcest ev pn into his text on the strength of 
NSBNW'‘+D (to which add since his day }WV Paris®’) without a thought 
of anything except that such a combination must be paramount. But it © 
is nothing of the sort. The syriac did not influence an ad\a in Matthew, 
so why should it have any influence on ACL ete in Mark? That can be 
ruled out. We are left to face either a translation by two Greek groups 
of an original Latin isi, or an original a\da in St. Mark’s Greek. We 
must look into this matter more carefully. Because the Greek of D 
happens to coincide with that of NB here it need not worry us. On the — 
contrary, D would most probably thus translate the nisi of d. Why does 
C desert the NB combination here? Why does L desert it? Why does 
W desert it? Why does Sod desert it? And why ®? Here L is 
the most important witness of all against ev un. 

Nowhere else in St. Mark is adda translated nist in Latin. But 

there would certainly be an excuse here in ix. 8 for nisi to be rendered 
back into Greek by aAXa. The proper place then for this small matter 
is here under the caption of ‘‘ Two or more Greek Recensions,” and once 
for all it shows very clearly how the authorities are divided. That 
W joins NB is perfectly natural. We have to explain the defection of 
Cl from the group and their adherence with W® Sod” to the other 
preponderating side. 

As to an argument for retranslation from Latin, a glance at the other 


+ No other expression will adequately express the matter. 
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subjects for discussion submitted just above in verses 6, 7, 8 seems very 
pertinent. ' 

Further as to accommodation to Matthew, note that BD [WV Sod sed 
male!™»| 33 1" have ex tov opovs in the next verse (as Matt.) for azo tov 
opous of the rest. 

Compare, for another case of adda and si (or quodsi as a has it) 
Mark xi. 32. Observe here at ix. 8 that both efamiva/evfews and adra/eu 
4 occur in this one verse. 

Mark ix. 8. repuBAemropevor W*" e¢ latt 
TEpLBrErapevol fell 

I only mention this to show that W prefers the present tense as 
Egypt elsewhere favours the historic present and imperfect. And because 
W here resumes its Latin sympathies, as in verse 11 W writes te ovy (for 
_ oT prim) apparently alone of Greeks. (tv ore Sod’ (cf. 2”° claus. seq.) ). 
Mark 

ix. 14 (pr. loco) mpos avtovs D it” (et k aput eos, g cum illis) (syr) 

Tepe AUTOUS Rell gr, et solu f lg vg inter latt circa eos 
tbid. (sec loco) mpos avtovs NBCGILWA® (NG eavtous) Sod’® 
fam 1 28 33? 115 124 604 892 k Om. Sod'4* 


Tpos auTOV W Sod? (avrov Sod'*?) 
avTous D rell et SP minn”  latt cum eis 
et 6 [contra A*] syr copt (avrovs 179 Paris*’ Sod’”*) 

16. mpos eavtous NAGMI et W 33 157 al. et 892 Paris” 

pos aUTOUS BCLNX reli et SOW 

qTpos aAAnAOVS Sod”? min paue et 2°° 

Tap €avTols 179 

PET AUTOV Sod'°*? ¥ 

evvuuw Dit vg (6 inter vel ad vos supra A™ tpos avtous) 

(Om k) 


These three examples so close are instructive. - I have left out 
another in verse 13. 
18. ov ndvvnbnoav W 115 604 
OuK LoxyUoaV Rell et [BV 
This ndvvnbOycav must come from retranslation, because W |negl. Sod], 
with only D Sod” a bdr 2”°, adds in St. Mark’s truly pleonastic manner 
~ exBarew avto with sah arm (aeth + curare eum). 
[Observe 604 at iv. 41 eXadouy pro ereyov, v. 1 Mpyrns pro Paracons, 
vy. 24 eropeveto pro arndGe, ix. 10 etnpnoay pro expatncar |. 
Besides, in W it is followed immediately by the Latin introduction 
of the next verse (19) «ae for o de. 


Mark | bs 
ix. 20. etapakev ‘Bee 


eomrapakev AINXTITL wne’ et WE®, V (sed V EYOYCOYNEC- 
MAPA=EN) minn 
cuvectrapakev NBCLA 33 372 892 Paris” (Jatt conturbavit et d) 
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iDsge UNE. 


ibid. 


bo 
~I 


rbid. 


ibid. 
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EWS B*! (ews ov Sod**1) 
WS NFAC*DTXTTI unc? et ® al. pl (goth “ ei’) W-H 
eEou C*LA et NS WWI? Sod” 28 33 892 2r¢ 
Paris®’ 61 mg Sod*"" et txt 
Eo 61 Sod™? J cf latt copt syr 
ab ov NS fam13[non 69] 40 Sod'4°45 362 
EK Taloos D Sod” (ex medos) 2° Chr 
ex tavdobev IN et WEA fam 1 KE: : : : 
cx rasdiobev NBCGLA et @Y 33 | & infantia a, ab infantia 
899 oe al! rell et d 
mavooGev E ? 2 288 e®* 
mavd.oBev AVI une® al. pl 
Tmavouwbev =X 
a pueritia sua sy aeth copt 


. TNS KELpOS aUTOU NBDLAYW Sod fam 1 fam 13 [non 124] 


28 53 115 892 2?° y** latt copt W-H Sod tat 


TNS YELpos W 
aUTOV TNS YELPOS Rell et YP min” et 604 Paris” 
QUTOV TNS YELPOS AUTOU C* syr 


. eceXOovtos avtov NBCDLA et WY Sod’ 


fam 1 fam 18 28 604 892 Laura4 1 


cum introis- 
(eXPovtos avtou 2” non al. EHrrat Sod) Bea 


evoeAGovta avTov Rell et B minn et pa" 
Paris” (— avtov 273) 
(ehOovta avTov Nd al. pauc et it™ male Sod de®™™ ™ %* 350 — i") 
ovate ADKII et ® al*®+* syr pesh latt (cur b, quare 
d rell) 


ote State U 131 288 al* copt syr sin (cf Huthym) 
Tl OTL alig pauc 


OTL NBCLNXIA unc’ et WV Sod gr longe pl . 
(cf ix. 11) ; 

. tepav DGAC? et W Sod? min® et Paris” it vg syr goth arm 
TOU Trépav bs 
Kal Tepav NBC*LY 892 sah boh et W-H tat 
dua Tou TrEepav AN unc" et ® aeth 


kat Ova Tou Tepav = LiauraA!, Jta Sod‘ | «ac [dua tov | repay. 
The rest of the verse varies a great deal also. See Tisch and 
observe W ouimropevetat oxXos TLOS avTov Kat ws wwOer Tadw 
edLOacKEY AUTOUS. 


. €TELAATO D 28 [non W non Sod vid] (mandavit k) 


evetecxato ~=—s SB rell et W2®YV minn™ ( praecepit reli latt) 
Kal €av avTn ator. Tov avdpa avtns NB(C)L(A) 892 (Paris*”) 
boh aeth (sah) 
Kal €av yuvn aTron. Tov avépa aurns AN unc™ et 3® (a) (0) f 
(k) l vg syr goth 
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Kat eav yuvn e&edOn aro Tov avopos Kae =D fam 13 28 2° 604 


; : (a) 6 (¢) d fio Jo (k) 9 
(Aliter Wi 1 syr sin; aliter V; of. Sod™) 
x. 16. wpocKarecapevos Dedffsqnsyr sin (62?)T 
EVaYKAN LO-GfLEVOS NB rell et W2®WV minn rell latt sah boh 


goth (aeth syr pesh a) 
(ayKarecapevos 238) 


As Buchanan throws out our star witness 6, possibly 
mpooKarecapevos crept in from Luke, but it is uncertain. 
ibid. Katevroyer NBCA 179 892 Sod 21418 e¢ txt, Karnudoyes 
LY y'* P** Paris’ Sod’, xarnroys N (Cronin) 
EVAOYEL ADEHK*MSUVXII et W  nuroyes TE 28 al. 
evAoyno EV FGEK? al. 
(See under ‘‘ Improvement ”’ in the Mark section) 
20. epuraka AD 28 892 Clem Orig 
eTroLnTa fam 1 2” Sod'**" syr sin (cf Ev. sec. Hebr. in 


Matt. apud Orig’) 
edurakaynv ®B rell omn vid et W2®V Sod 


22. moda ypnuata D 
multas pecunias d 
magnam pecuniam a 
Ypn“aTa TOA 116 
XONMATA TOAAA Kal aypous Clem 
multas pecunias et agros b 
multae divitias et agros k 
multas possetsionis et pecunias ff, 
KTNMAaTa TOAKa NB rell et W2®V Sod ° 
; multas possessiones c sah (boh) 
divitias multas td 
; possessiones multas Jéd py 
t 35. aitno@pev B une pl et [WV 
aTnoomev NA 124 [saltw N* ex hom om verba ab 


wa/wa 35/37] 
€pwTNTWLEV D Sod (test. Beerm. & G.) 1 [non fam] 2°° 
auTnowpela W Latt omn petierimus 

36. Te OedeTe Trounoat me vu “ANXTTL unc? ef 2D minn et 
LauraA'! et Soden tat 


+ Here Buchanan hopelessly contradicts Bianchini, for the latter (as Tisch) has 
convitans for b, but Buchanan has amplexws without stating whether convitans is an 
emendation in 6 or an invention of the previous editor. Amplexus throws 6 to the other 
side of the testimony. The others on the side of D use convocans. On the other side 
l vg = complexans, k complexus, vg complectens and r, complectans (a Et in sinu suo 
ben. illos as sy’). An original convectans might have caused trouble. 

In Mark ix. 36 evayxo\voapevos has already been used (the only other occasion in N.T.) 
where D has avak\.capevos and d conplexus as b c f ff, kl ¢ and the rest there. 

t Consider also +c¢ NB al., —wa by D* i (b) k 7, and the varieties o av D, or av C, 
o eav B rell, : 
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xe, UIs). 


46. 


49, 


ibid. 
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Tl OedeTe we TroLNTaL UELY LN “4 999-Paris* cep Woee ee 
Sod}*3" 1354 
yoy ~ TOLNT AL Vet W*A 273 282 348 al’, quid vultis 
faciam vobis q 
yoy” PE TOLNTO ,, BN’ et VW Tisch™ W-H™ 
> 97, TOLNTM C Sod fam 113 [non 124] 2P° 
al. pauc. et W-H tat 
4g », TWolnoopat ,, yao 
» 99 Wa TOMNTo,, L06:250 Sod 2 quid 
vultis ut faciam vobis ¢ f ff, 1 6 vg 
Toumaow vuew (—Tt OereTe) D, d praestabo vobis (quid praes- 
tabo vobis 7 ?) 
quid faciam vobis (—@erete) a bt Om. vers. k 


peyas yeverOar ev yu «5 NBC*LAYV min pauc W-H Sod tat 
5 (major fieri in vobis) f ff2 q (major esse in vobis) 
yever Oat meyas ev vty AXTTI unc? et [® (ewar Sod'**) 
(copt goth) 
peyas ev vpLy Eevvat D_ d (major inter vos esse) 
peyas ev vyuv yevesBar $Sod'**" vid 
ev up peyas yever Oat W 2°° Sod’ *** (in vobis major esse @ b) 


in vobis primus esse r (of. Sod vv, 43/44 invert.) 
in vobis esse major c 

€V UpLLY ELvaL meyas Sod ver. 44 | syr arm (aeth) 

in vobis etse magnus k 


in vobis voluerit major esse 7 

(Thus W 2? Sod°**8 alone give Latin order of abr) (Cf 
vers 44) 

tmpocatov A plur et WE 

ET ALT OV D Sod?” 2°° Orig (ef Luc) 

mpocaitns BLAWV 892k boh arm (kat mpocaitns 8) Om. C* 


latt syr goth aeth sah 


Paria” 
evtrev PwOVNTATE AUTOV NBCLAW) minn 892 et 
Paris”' k 6 et boh W-H Sod tat 
evTev autov davnOnvat D plur et W® minn d syr Orig" 
evTev avto povnOnvat 179 273 604 ail? 
evrev havnOnvar avTov Bl al. Pode ae 
exedevoev povnOnrat avtov Evst 48 a arm aeth 
exedevoev autos PwvnOnvat avtov sah 
exeAevoev avtov povnOnvat CT bef fe Ii2tl g (mut 1) 
Kat dwvovow Tov TUpAov NEyoVTES aUTw Plur et W (-—avt 
cf. ck) SPW f 18 vg et syr pesh sah boh aeth 
et clamaverunt dicentes k (—avrw ut W* et c infra) 
ou be Neyoucw TH TUPAW D* 4 
ot Se evry (evo ?) Tw TUdAW 2° adq (b ffr breviter 


qui dicunt caeco) 


Mark 


0. 


1 oe 


+4. 
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o b€ efpwrnce Tov TUpAov Kat NEYovoLY aVTw syr sin 
 (Hesitabant librarii 28 et Paris®) 

et abierunt vocare illum dicentes C 

avaotas ACM™XII unc® ef W2® minn" syr pesh arm 


aeth (init vers) sah 3/5 
avarnonoas = NBDLM™A et V Sod 892 2”° Paris*’ Laura’ 
Evst 34 48 2 boh goth syr sin (init vers) Orig (avarrndnaas 
et eodem loco mox averndnce Kat aveotn) 
EKTINONTAS cat*™ (eEarropevos Veles) 
Omn ex latt’™ exiliens ??? (exurgens 7, [sed exiuit #, exilit q, 
(Om T' Sod'**) cucurrit sah 2/5 | 


. Tt Oerets (wa) worntwm cow ADXII™ unc? W2dbabcecdf fp 


boh (sah) goth aeth syr 
TL cou Gehers Tone NBCKLAI*Y Sod? min™ et 89276 og 
quid vis tibi faciam ‘ g. hl k q w vgg™ 
— col Orig (ce pro cot 348) 


. Kexabixev ADXTII unc? et ® al. pl, Sod et 


eTruKeKaDELKEV W (ef sah OALOOC GI XY) 

exabicev NBCLAY Sod 4. 7, 2”¢ 604 892 Paris*’ Sod*** 
Evst 36 W-H™* Orig'* (ambobus locis) 

(sedit latt omn, sed cf copt de insedit wt W*") 

kat anndOov kau NBLAWV 892 (c 8) boh syr sin Orig 1/2 


W-H Sod 
Kat atrehOovtes D Sod 2° 604 latt?! (—K«ar a) syr" Orig 1/2 
amnnOov de Kat A plur et W2® minn”' et Paris 
atnNOov de (—Kat)  Sod* sah j 
amnOov ovy Kat fam 1 13 28 al. 


(the same applies to mwAov and Tov tedov, Ovpay and tyv 
@vpav here) 


. elev NBCLA ect WY fam 1 28 115 124 892 Sod" k 
sah boh arm aeth Orig W-H Sod tat — 
eLpnKev Paris” 
ELPNKEL De 
dixerat b ¢ ff2 tq 8 (super evrev A) syr sin 


everetrato A plur XP Sod goth (praeceperat d a fl vg) syr?™ 
(Paris™ expynxev and D evpnxe: are very suggestive) 


. kat hepovow BULA" et V et N° 892 Lauraé! Orig W-H Sod tat 


Kat ayovow = N*C et W Sod fam 1 18 28 Sod'**" 

KaL Nyayov D rell et 2B cdf lg 6 vg copt syr goth aeth 
min et Paris® 

ducere (—xat) a b ff, 1 [Silet Sod de his] 


+ In xi. 1/12 a comparison with Origen shows that what he was copying out at one 
time absolutely disagrees with what he says about Mark’s text at another. So that two 
recensions of this existed distinctly in his day, which he omitted to observe. I have not 
reproduced here all the points involved. 
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ibid. emiBarrdovow NBCDLA*" et WY Sod? fam 1 2”° (Cronin) 

(604) 892 Paris” b d ff, il vg, 72 (ponunt) Orig W-H Sod 
eteBarov Arellet XP (a) cf grok q boh™ (sah) syr aeth goth 
xl. 11. Vide sub “SB divide” in Part II. 

13. edew cay Te ect D videre si quid esset'b cd ff, got kr 

+ ws evpyoer Te Sod? 2°° 604 Orig? °° quasi Inventurus 
aliquid a q (quasi aliq. inventurus /) 

ec apa te evpnoee NABCKLNUAII* ect W20W al. 1 6 vg 
W-H Sod 
el apa evpnoer TT EGHMSVXTIIP al. pl sah boh (syr) goth 

videre si fuisset quem inveniret fructus aeth 


videre si quid forte inveniret aur gat vg?l® Oe 
ibid, undev evpav Da (a q) Orig (ord lat) 
ovdev eupev NB rell et W2PWV Sod” minn 
ovdev ovy eupEy L (cf syr sin) 
Eupev ovdEV copt 
ibid. 0 yap Katpos ovk nv cvxav NBC*™ TL A et WV 892 (copt) syr 
W-H Sod 


ou yap nv (0) Katpos (twv) cuvxav A rell et W2P minn latt 


arm aeth goth Orig 
(Om vid Paris*’) 


15. npxovto 
venerunt acf ffo syr pesh goth boh 
intraverunt dl (sah 3/6) 
evoeNOwy D? ef syr sim 
EPXETAL 604 bir (sah 3/6) 
EpYovTat NB plur et W2®YV Sod minn g k lq vg 


Om claus 28 
(Postea kau ote nv D d pro kat evoe wr) 
21 fin. eEnpav6n DULNA et 2V Sod®? 1 33 2° 604 Paris” al® Orig 
eEnpatat X 157 al et Sod" 
eEnpavTat NB rell et W® minn” 
23. apOnvar...PrANOnvac W fam 1 28 124 [non fam] Sod*"* latt 
apOnre. . .BAnOnTe Rell Gr. 
Tischendorf here suppresses the Latin witness, rather 
spoiling the inference. 
ibid. Aa\ee NBLNA et ZV Sod"? e¢ txt. 33 892 2” Paris” Hust 48 ak 
Deryer A rell et W® q (@cre c**) 
€lTrn 238 al. pauc (fl vg) 
To pedrov... Dbed ff, % 
This is a good place to consider once more the coined 
from Greek of a (loquitur) & (locutus fuerit) as against the 
other independent method of the Latins. t 


+t Soden quotes a evpnowy without 71, but this must be a mistake. 
} Consider shortly afterwards at xii. 14 capitularium of k and emixaupadaov of D* 
Sod™ 2r¢ LauraA ™ (but d tributum). 


GREEK RECENSIONS IN ST. MARK. 157 
Mark 
xi. 24, edaBere NBCLA® et WY 892 W-H et Sod txt 
NapBavere A unc? et 2 al. fere omn et Paris” 
Laura4 1 syr goth arm >} ef Orig. 
Anurrecbe D Sod fam 1 2°° 604 latt aeth Cypr 
Variant sah boh codd inter se 


31. mpocedoysfovTo Neo 
SvedoyeCovto BCD*GKLMAII et WY Sod al. et 892 
Laura’ W-H"™* (6seXoyfov D?) 
edoyefovTo AEFHNSUVXE et © al. e¢ Paris®’ Sod™ 
(Latt omn cogitabant praeter c cogitare coeperunt) t 
32, adra NABCLA"® 33 al. k* vg (adv XIII unc? et ® 
(V) al. pl) goth “ak.” 
quodsi a 
ea D 604 al® d go q 6 vg “si” 


teav de OP Sod ¢ f ff, “si autem ” 
an eav W Sod? min*"* tat rec k? 1 ‘sed si” (boh) (sah) 


Kat eav Sod 4 r syr aeth 
sl vero b 
(Cf Marc ix. 8) 
ibid. poBoupev D 


poBovpeba D?NWS fam 13 28 106 2538 2”¢ 604 c ot 
Sod? “aha 4g?! e¢ 8 contra A* vg 1/2 sah 4/6 boh arm aeth 
epoBovvto NB rell et B minn” h k (metuebant) J vg 1/2 
gdoBov...(spatium) W 
(timor est a populo timor sy’) 
ébid. tov Naov D plur et WY minn fere omn et sah (a9 T7A&0C) 
syr (Om. Sod’), 
tov oyov  NBCN et 2 33 106 et Paris” Sod*™ Sod™ et boh 
ARTUAKLHGY = (Tov oyAov in Matt xxi. 26, o Aaos arras 


Luc xx. 6) 
plebem det biqr populum acf fi2xg.k 16 
ibid. ndeuwav D, W Sod (ndicav), 2° a bed f ff2t k q¢ (mut r) 
sciebant 


ovdact 604 
evyooay 28 (ef edocav D in ix. 9) 


+ It is interesting to notice that while the Latins are constant here and the Greeks 
vary in threefold fashion, yet that immediately following, for the mpos eavrovs (constant 
among Greeks except in 83 and Paris*” Sod"* = ev eavrots, W pos avrovs, 115 mpos adAndovs) 
the Latins vary considerably, thus: inter semetipsos d, inter se a q vg, intra se f, secum 
922 lrvg, aput se k,ad invicem ff,, secum ad invicem 7, adversum se b; and omit c with 
syr sin. Such small variations may well be “ provincial” and not all from varying 
translations of the Greek, while cogitabant with all may be a foundation, for the Latins 
could well use other words. Cf Mark ix. 33 and other places. 

t Neglexit Tisch 2°¢ cum ec f ff. 

|| The student may look for this on p. 79 of Mr. Sanders’ notes, but his limitations 
(see p. 74) unfortunately excluded it. 
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eyouow > cf Matt xxi. 26 (eyovtes Sod'***) 
euyov NB rell et ® minn™ et Editt. 

(nv copt, non habent boh sah exw) cf Luc xx. 6 eotw. 

The fact that W goes with D, and that 28 gives the form 
evyooay (a favourite form with D, see edocav ix. 9) may show 
some ambiguity in ancient Greek copies, but the Latins here 
give no uncertain sound and 604 confirms sciebant by using 
odact. The matter, if a Greek one, seems to hinge on an 
original evdocav, but this may not precede the Latins, but 
follow them, and have been changed subsequently. This 
place deserves earnest study, for the parallels are slightly 
different. = is the only Greek to accommodate to Matthew 
and none accommodate to Luke (excepting coptic which 
cannot help it). 


In Matt. xxi. 26 = sravtes yap ws rpopytny exovow Tov lwavynv 

In Luke xx. 6 = wrerewcpevos yap eotw Iwavynv rpopntny ewat 

In St. Matthew the Latins acf ffi 9. h q vg have evyov. 

In St. Luke D® has qezrevopevor and a = ‘‘sciunt,” but d = scit, and 


the rest cert sunt, while ff, = certwm est. There is a very intricate inter- 
relation in the passages. 


But while an original edocay in Mark xi. 32 might have grown out 


of a Latin sciebant, sciebant could hardly grow out of edocav or we should 
have had traces of videbant among the Latins.t See remarks on 
Clement’s text as to possible age of the basic Latin underlying the Greek 
and occasional unusual retranslation in W as at Mark xi. 25 avn pro adn 
for dimittat. 


Mark 
X11. 


1. aptrerova avOp. eputevcoey NBCA et ®V 33 262 Laura‘? 


W-H Sod 
” yy) €mrolnaev L 892 


autréerwva edutevoev avOpwros DA unc minn et latt goth 
avOpwrros Tis eputevoev auTrer. W Sod? fam 13 2?° Sod'*" ¢ 
syr pesh aeth Orig 


av@pwros (—TIs) 5, “ N= 433 Paris” syr sin sah 

qv avOpwrros eputevoev amt. boh 

(plantavitacdfiqr pastenavit b ff, 1 novellavit /) 
2. raBn B plur et W2®V (AaBore & Sod**") g. 1 vg sah 

acciperet syr pesh boh 

d@covew D it? 

Tepapouow syr sin 

afferrent aeth'm 


+ Compare xii. 15 evdws all Greeks but ND, while N ov, D esdov, and ¢ d ff, videns, 


bigqr cum vidisset. Compare xii. 24 ywaoxovres for esdores by D and Origen only. 
Cf also xii. 28. 


~. 


Mark ss 


Bits sats 


14. 


ive 


19. 


20. 


24. 
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ous MeV . . OUS O€ NBLA e¢ VY Sod® 133 2° 604 892 al 
et Paris’ W-H Sod txt 

ous fev . . Tous 6€ ® (tous pev..ous de Sod'*3"") 

Tous pev . . Tous OE ACN(X)TIL unc? e¢ = 

Tous 6€ . . Tous OE WwW 


ous pev . . adrous de =D Latt 


eMovtes Neyoucw auto NB plur et PV g.1 8 vg boh W-H tat 
(sah goth aeth) 
venientes interrogabant illum a (syr pesh) 


venientes interrogabant eum subdole 4(g)r 

edOovtes np~avto eTepwtay avtov ev Aoyw Sod'**" vid 

eNOovtes npEavto epwtay avtov ev doAw = W 251 (sy7r sin — eXOovtes) 

eMOovtes npEavtTo epwtay avtov ev dow AeyovTes G fam 1 13 28 
Sod et txt ! 

ed Oovtes eTnpoTnaav avtov ev Sorw AeyovTes 604 


eXOovtes eTnpwtwv auTov ev Sodkw AEYyoVTES Pods 62 Soq ss 
b arm 

eTNPWTWV avToV oL hapicavor (—EdAO., —ev Sor. Rey.) Dd 
pipbar, eum) 


interrogabant eum farissaei dicentes 
venientes pharisaei interrogabant eum dicentes ¢(=etiam c™*") 
», Ssubdole ff 
Laie NBY W-H é Sod tat b (mirabantur + vehementer) 
admirabantur c ff 

eOavpatov DLA Sod’ 892 2”° Laura 1 Sod!*41 443, mirabantur 
adilqr 6 boh (D' eOavpatovto, D? cones) 

eOavpacay ACNXTII unc® et WE®, k (admirati sunt) sah 

(See under ‘‘ Improvement ’’) 

exyn DW it” syr son, oyn Sod? @&% 189", ever 28, exwov 604. 

xatamiTn B plur et PV (katareuryn S Sod, catareurer C433) 

atolvncxov SB rell et SOV minn”! 

ameBavev kat DW Sod” 1 28 604 (91 92 2°) Sod'®*" it ug syr copt 

Kat aTreOave Kar atroOvnoKwv LauraA 1 

This looks like a very square basic division. Compare the 

differences in the next two verses. 

LN yeLv@oKOVTES D*® Orig 

pn edotes =NB rell et WE®V minn™ “4 incl 28 (dwres) 2° 604 


I place this here because of Origen’s unique adhesion to D®. He 
could not have got it from the Greek of Matthew because ecdores is there 
used. We may well enquire how it is that W is absent from this dual 
combination, and where are 28 2°° 604 and Sod°®? All absent. No 
minuscule support. As to the Latins, while a k J g2 6 vg use non scientes, 
bed ff. r have non intelligentes (nescientes 7, vg'®Y, ignorantes q). 

D d only add oSare at the end of the verse, differentiating between 
intellegentes scripturas and virtutem di scitis. 
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In this connection we must refer back to xi. 32, xii. 15 and forward 
to xii. 28 and xiii. 11 and then we shall begin to understand something of 
the influence of more than the Greek language on the minds of the Church 
Fathers. Observe in the 26th verse Origen 2/3 writes Oeos for 0 Geos sec. 
with only DW Euvst 18, and again @eos Orig’*® with BDW tert et quart. 
Mark . 

Xl. 26. ras NBCLUAW 892 al?° W-H Sod tat quomodo d et latt 
ws AD* unc! et WE® minn pl et Paris’ Orig  sicut q 
28. Wav N*CD (edwv wt 2”) Let WEP Sod” min” Sod™" © Hvst™ 
latt syr pesh aeth arm Sod™® 
evsos =B rell et V minn”! et Paris” sah boh 
(Cf k syr sin) See above at xi. 82, xii. 15 24 
ibid. mova ext evToAn TPwTN TraVT@V NBCLUAY 383 108 127 131 
Paris® boh syr aeth W-H Sod ~ 
§ eels 7 5 TATWY 892 Soad*e 
»~o97,:~S VTOAN TPWTN (— TaVTHY) D Sod’? 22" Ge dijact 
k q syr sin sah 8/7 (amplius sah rell) 
ogy TEPWOTN TAYTWV EVTONH A plur et {® et 124 1 
vg (racwv M al.) (rwv evtodwv Sod***) 
«499 ~S TPWTN EVTONH (— TavT@Y) W 1 fam 13 [non 124] 


28 Db g2 12 
TOLA EOTW TAVTOY TPWTN EVTOAN Sogi*ttt sates 
TOLA TPWTN ETTW TAVTWY EVTONN 273 vid 
TOLA EVTONN TPWTN ETT Sod!’ (+avtovr ?) 


Told EVTOAN EoTL TPWTN (—TavTwv) 604 (+7avtTwr? Sod™™ *) 
Obs tpwtn Tov evtodwy (ver 28) Mcell®*® Cf also ver 29 
31. avtnectw = &_boh sah 6/8 vg 
av7N BLA et WV 892 Paris” sah 2/8 8 W-H et Sod tat 
avuTns Ad Laura’?! Sod 7. (hujus) Cf Clem infra 
simile illi b dl r 


onota avtn «=6s AKL plur et ~® Sod (airy \ ”. ‘titi “Tne § 
sunilem Dulce 4 


vel avtn) toes i 
omota tauTn §=69D fam 13 Sod" Mcell®"s eens es : 
simile huic g 
omowws avtn §=W 
simile est huic ¢ ff, — 
Oma. Libere Clem: Sevrepav S¢ taker kat ovdev Tu [LK POTEpoV 
TAUTNS Eat NeYEL TO + ayaTnoEls . . . 
33. Tuvercws, Suvapews, wxvos, item intellectu, anima, virtute, 
viribus, fortitudine mixta sunt. 


ibid. trepiscorepov NBLA 383 892 Paris’ W-H & Sod txt 
TEpLaTOTEpAa ay 
a A€Lov D rell, et W Sod°(arX10v), SB minn, sed : 


kpeacov Sod’. Cf. meliora k et syr sin (aliter anceps pesh : 
Vata) arab et diatess. [Latt rell maius praeter a: plus]. 


Mark 


Mab or. 


ibid, 
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€OTLV UVLOS aUTOU Dacd fogztl qr re vg arm 

avutou ect vios - BLT 892 2°* Sod 44 W-H & Sod tat 

€OTLY AUTOU VLOS A k (et ejus filius sic) 6 

GUTOV VLOS ETLY 179 7° goth sah boh 

vios avtov eotiv =—s&_ rell?' et WE®WV minn" et Paris” b syr 
aeth 

vlos egTLv avTou ~— vg 

ToNvS NDW Sod 28 115 213 372 2P* G04 Sod'0%> 1987 8 eas 


0 TroAUS B rell omn vid et SPW Paris* 


38.t (1) 0 de dvdackwv apa eXeyev avTo.s D* a (Ad ille docens simul 


(2) 


(3): 


41. 


t 42. 


dicebat eis) 
o de SidacKwv edXeyev avTois (— apa) Sod 2r° | 


et ille docens dicebat eis d ) 
Ge ee oe Ee, sh b (a) r 
ipse autem docebat illos dicens ¢ 
ipse autem docebat eos dicens illis ff 
Kal ev TH SLOaYN AUTOU EdEyEV NBLAY 6 892 boh 
ee + se “ avtots 33 Paris” syr pesh 
et in doctrina docebat e 
O c — AaUTOU 
et in docendo dicebat k 


Kat edeyev autos ev TH Sidayn avtov A unc? et LP 1 q vg 
goth aeth 


Kat edXeyev (—avTots) W fam 1 28 124 
edeyev Se avtois ev TH Sidayn avToOU sah 
And he was saying while teaching syr sin 


(Observe — avrois NBLAWW 1 28 124 e k (et — avtov) 
boh 8) 
eotws W Sod fam 1 fam 13 28 2”° Sod" arm 
syr sin Orig"s “8 “ «kata papKov”’ 
xabioas NB (et D xabefowevos) rell et TOV syr 
pesh sah boh latt 
eMovea de TD Sod 2° 604 it vg sah, boh” Orig 
Kat eMovoca NB rell et WEPV syr arm aeth (Om. Kat “ Sod 
x eee ee) 


hiat goth 


7 This is an excellent place for study of three recensions. Observe how a follows 
D® with simul ; how it is boh [not sah] that the small group NBLAY follows ; how . 
sah is with goth and A wnc*; how W joins this with 28 less avros (the omission 
of which with e k may be basic) ; and how Sod® and 2P¢ go with 6. The shortest text 
is exhibited by e k both extant for a short time from here onwards. 


$ So as 


not to overburden this apparatus I have left out hitherto all such cases. 


I give this instance as it is strongly supported, because we must consider these places. 
Sir John Hawkins (op. cit. p. 150) says “‘ The two most constantly recurring causes of 
the agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark are two preferences of Mark, (i) for 
Aeyew instead of eurew, and (ii) for cac instead of de.’ But we must be careful to see 
what the real base of Mark has to say about this. 


M 
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xiii. 1. ess ex tov DAFXA Sod 1 13 28 2”* 604 892 Paris” al” latt 


(sah) boh syr 
€lS T@V NB rell et WI®V 


9, PBrerere Se vpers Tapadwoovew yap uwas els cvVEdpLa NS 
Brerrere Se vpets eavTous Tapadwoovew vuas els cuvedpia =BLY 
boh sah arm aeth 
(item +yap al. mult et {P Paris® c q 6 syr pesh) 
Kat Tapadwaovew vuas evs suv. 1 [non fam] 28 124 [non fam| 
evta (Se) umas avtous Tapadmcovewy evs cuv. D 2”°604 ab ffoinr 
ett d€ ussas avTous Tapadwaovol es avy. Sod? 
Kat Swoovsw vpas evs cuvedpia W simpliciter Cf syr sin 
videte deinde vos ...“l*),.. ipsos tradent in coneil. i 
11. exewo W fam 13 28 91-299 (= fam 1) 2°° Sod" Orig (syr) 
(illut & illud vg™%4) 
auto D* (¢ ipsum) 
TOUTO NB rell et XPV Sod’ (copt) (hoc adinr; id fhe 
lg vg") (mut be f) 


ibid. Cf. also pepymvate MIA 33 892 mult., mpopeptuvate plur, 


mpoopereTrate VA, tpopepruvnonte Sod?” 2°° Laura“ 
14. eotnxota NBL 
eotnxos §=©°D et V Paris” 
tornceov W fam 1 fam 13 28 Sod" oTynkovta 892 
€oTOS AEFGHSVAII* al. et [® Sod’ Laura4 14 
€oTWS KMUXIII? al. 
(Latt et d =stantem praeter k stans, a n stare) 
16. omic ND 11 Paris’’ Sod’ d et latt nil nisi retro 
eis Ta oTtTw ~=—SOi&B Brell eb W2®WV Sod (em ta or. M) 
18, wa pm yevrntar yeysovos N*t" B et W [non ord lat] ef copt 
La [LN XEYLOVOS YEVOVTAL De (foil vg Aug) 
tut non hieme veniant d 
LUG [LN YELMOVOS TAVTA YyWeETAL L Sod” (50 262) a (b) n* g 
wa pn yevntar Tavta xetumvos fam 13 [non 124-346] 28 299 
2re Sod'**" yg®GMX, of Latt qui variant. Hi absque n duvyn 
vpwv cum syr sin it et Aug". 
Habent rell gr et AX®W wa pn yevntar y hvyn vewv 
Yeypw@vos cum Jo k*S gat sah boh syr goth aeth. 
19. ectau (ecovtar Sod''**) yap ev tas nuepais exewars LT Sod? 
(ab dk nq erunt enim (in) diebus illis) (sy7 sin) sah 1/2 boh** 
EgovTaL yap ar nuepar exewat NB D* rell et WXPYV minn et 
sah 1/2 rell verss 
ibid. Orwhris (OAuers pauc) ova ov yeyovey ToravTn NB unc’ et WIO(V) 
copt syr aeth goth 
Orurris ova ov yeyovev rote TovavTn 604 


+ fam 1 hoe loco, 1-118-209-91-299. Male Tisch de 28 earnxos. 
} Male Tisch fiant pro veniant d. 


Mark 


Xin, 21, 


26. 


28. 


+ 30. 


35. 
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GREEK RECENSIONS IN ST. MARK. 163 


Orwfress ovat ovk eyevovto Toravtau = =§ D 299 (y*") tt vg arm 

Orufrers ovat ov yeyovaciy ToTE TOLavTAL Ope 

Orurrets ovae (ova Sod?) ov yeyovay ovderrote TovavTac an 
@p Sod®*® 1132 

(—toravtn WV 270 892 Sod*! 4°) 

[ —xtucews W 28 299 sah 1/4 arm; of. Laura’ Sod, syr'”| 

Loe NBLY 892 

wou Rell et W2® et Paris™ 

emt Tov veperoy D* sy sin 

ev veberais NB plur et SPV c (+coeli), 1 & vg copt 

ev vepean  W Sod 1 13-69 [non 124] (vederax 


ecce latt 


ev vepdernis 


346) 28 Sod" | 2 4 
cum nubibus a 0 d ff 4 ¢ vg? boh® (+ caeli) 
(Om. X e vg®). 
expun FSU al. ak (exdver 56 131.157 258) 
expun EGKM al. dilg¢ fhvg 
(EKPYH NBCD al.) (c copt prodeunt) Om. 124. 
bexypis orov §=—s&B 


pexpis ov ACL uncl* et =®, et V (weyps ov) minn” et Paris” 


pepe N  (wexpis ovv Sod? ***) 
-AX pls ov Sod'*? 

EWS W Sod’ 259 ? 2re 

EWS OU Dpsodts? 

EWS av fam 1 fam 13 28 Sod*? 


(Latt omn et d = donec, practer k adusque ; om vid ff) 
poecovuxtiou D* plur et B Sod” 
pecovurtiov NCLAB?® et ¥ 892; pecavuxtiov B* et W 
pecovuxtio - > 238604 ce Sod" Orig (et Latt media nocte) 
dorA@ - WA 1 18 28 348 al. it et dd vg 
ev d0A@ NB reli et BV Sod” 

(Om. D® a ¢ et rz [me teste]; ev Noyw U; insidiis *) 


. eo Tat GopuBos NBCD"L et V Sod?” 2°° 604 892 (hk fiat tumultus) 


BopuBos ectac =A plur et W>® a (tumultus sit) ee 
GopuBos yevntas M 28 al. pauc. et Paris™ sah boh d 6 (tam. fieret) 
tumultus oriatur ¢ (ff2) (gq) (7), tum. operetur 7 

OopuBov ovtos A™ 


. avtou Tns Keparyns NBCLA et W 1[non fam] 28 435 Sod” (k) 


avtou Tn Keharn Vv 

avtou Kata Tns Keharns A rell pl et SP Sod” minn pl et Paris” 
KaTa THS Keharns avToU pauUct 

emt THs Kehadyns avtov D Evst 20 d et latt® (sah boh) 


. bel vor DW 91-299 tt vg vobiscum 


pe eavt@v NB rell ct SPW et Sod?™ 28 2°° 604 Paris*” 


+ This may be due to “provincial” handling, but the fact remains that donec is 
constant in all Latins but 4: adusque (hiat e). 
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ibid. 
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20. 


21. 


ibid. 


dl. 


40. 
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EUTFOLELY D*A et V min aliq et Sod" 
EVTrOWNe aL Rell et Sod®”° 

€lS KATA ELS NBLA et V 892 

ELS KL ELTA ELS Beza («dta) 

ELS EKATTOS C 

es Kad eva Orig 

€lS Tap ELS 244 

ews Ka” evs DA rell unc et WED minn 


(singuli d et vett pl, singillatim vg g, /) 
Obs c: nunquid ego aut alius hoc coeperunt singuli dicere 
Obs k: numquid ego alius numquit ego singulis 
es Tov NBCU et WV 38 60 78 127 c%" 8° e¢ 892 Sod” sah boh | 
es ex Tov D unc et&® minn” et 28 Paris™ lati™ (“at lat-— 
ini nec ews Tov aliter possunt reddere ” wt Tisch. dicebat) syr 


Tapac.ioore D ai (traditur) c d (tradetur) 7 ? : 
mapadioorTe uTaryel W 
vIraryer NB rell omn vid et verss (sed futurum — 


habent sah boh)t 


KaTa TO wpLopevoyv Tropevetar Paris®’ 
Observe eat yeypappevov D (latt scriptum est) | 
yeypamrat Rell 

I have not indicated the many other places where D's — 
Greek is evidently an independent rendering of the Latin, | 


such as ads (alone) for ovtws etc etc. 
. eb KAU NBCGL et WY fam 1 fam 13 892 
Paris” LauraA 1 Sodmttuer | 
Ka eb A plur et 2P minn pl etsi latt 
Kal eay D 
Kav Sod° 2°°604 Sod®®" (Cf boh xe KAN) 
él oc (4?) sah, (xe EWjxe) syr aeth 
EKTIEPLTTOS NBCD et WV 56 58 61 Paris” 
TEPLTTWS L Sod ~—s fam 18 2°° Sod'**" 


pParXov TEepicaws ‘W 


eK Tepiacou A unc et SP minn” et 892"4 
(amplius b ¢(+multa dicens) df ff, g. il r d vg; tanto magis 

a vg*, magis vg®; abundantius q; “ plura loquebatur magis 

dicere”’ k, cf. ¢ arm aeth) 

kat Tadw €dMwy evpev avtovs NBLYV 892 (q) copt 

Kat €-Owyv evpev avTous Dabcdffik 

Kat uToaTpewras eupev auTous Tadkw W plur f vg (—Taduw > 90 
265 Hust 6) 


t Latt vadit, syr abit. 


paddov ex Tepiacou fam 1 
EK TEPLTLAS A 


ss 


Mark 


bid. 


xiv. 41. 


44, 


. wtapuov NBD et V fam 1 et Sod 
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The differences are as between reversus and rursus, as to 
the omission of vanduw, and ‘‘ ventens invent,” as to the Greek 
renderings (7adw after cafevd. NX, before evpev Sod?® 2? al’). 
cataBeBapnuevo. N* Sod'*? 

KataBapovpevor DW 2388 253 
xataBapuvowevoe. BAKULNUAII* et SV min® et fam 13 


Paris” 
KkataBantilopevoe Sod'** 
Bapuvopevot MY®ree 1-209 56 et 892 Sod'44 1499 
BeBapnpevor CE unc® et ® Sod” al. mult (ut Matt) et 


28 157 2°° 604 Laura 1% 

d 5 both have gravati (opposite xata8ap.) as most other Old 
Latin, ¢ f ff2 k ¢ (7 mut) rv. w aur and 17 vulgates, so that the 
Greek variations may spring from this simple Latin. Degra- 
vati is read only in a and 6 Gf Buchanan be right here), while 
Amiatinus and seven vulgates with / gat have ingravatt, clearly 
a variation of St. Jerome to all appearance. 


TO NoLTrOV NBGHKMNUV®*T ATI et =® Sod’ 
al. et Paris*’ >} Latt jam 
NouTrov ACDEFLSV’X et WY al. 
(Cf sah Tenowe  sahal. G6€ Tenors) 
Sed@Ket NB plur et WL®V minn dederat bd f ffa l 
qr, 80g 
(ededwxer 118-209 258) 
eOWKEV D* sol. ac k r? [contra d]| vg® (6edaxev Sod”) 


ewtwv ACL unc e AWS® Sod minn Latt auriculam: 


. KAL VEAVLOKOS TIS NBCL et V 892 a syr arm 


veaviakos b€ TLS D (6) cd f ff. (Buchanan) k 1 q vg 
(evs) veavixos de sah kau... .(eus) veavioxos boh Cf aeth 
Kat evs TIS veavicxos A uncl® et AWS® minn" et Paris” goth 8 


.KkacadrAo ~=Dab (certe Buchanan) d ff. k q r Orig™ (hiat f) 


adrou arm 
andnXot be Sod” (test. B & G) fam 13 2° 604 ¢ 
Tives O€ sah syr 
KQL TLVES NB rell et SPW boh goth vg rell latt 
TWES V2 vg? 
(In W om. Saltus ab xiv. 56 Kat way usque ad 57 deyovtes.) 


{ Consult all these last entries together, and then observe the Greek of D away 
from d, yet followed (in a retranslation), just as we would expect from our previous 
studies, by ac k. In this verse D3 Sod” 2P¢ and very few others have onecoy for 
svoonpoy of the rest. 

t I neglect xiv. 55 wa @avarwcovew (pro es to Gavarwoa) by Dj Sod 2° as latt, 
although note that Laura4!™ supports this, while more generally running with NB. 
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Mark 


xiv. 58. 


Vem 


.oT BWY (ef. sah boh)} 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


orxodounom NB plur Sod* et 
WLW minn aedificabo vg 6 et 1 q (mut bf r) 
avouxobounaw Orig 
avacTnow D acd ff suscitabo, k excitabo 
Tounow Paris” syr sin 


+E Bers @ f variant latt 


. OMVUVAL BEHLSUVXAP min® et W-H tat 


§ouvverv NACGKMNATL et WEY min" et 892 Paris” Hus Sod™ 
rAeyev D (a) d q vg 


omy. Kat eye arm 

TO pHa ws NABCLA et V 892 min’ 6 sah 1/2 boh goth 
TO pnpa o D*NXIII wnc' et = Sod min® et Sod™ 
TOU pNLATOS OV MW fam 13 al. pauc tat rec vg 

TOU PHMATOS TOU WMooU Paris” (cf. 4 28) 


Tov pnuatos Tov w erovtos fam 1 (syr arm aeth sah ae 
(verbum quem @; verbum quodc ff, k1lq; verbum sicut 6; 
verborum (sic) quod d;_ verbi quod vg) , 
aTnveyKav NB unc? et V minn et Paris” arm : 
aTrnyayov CDGN et WS Sod? fam 1 124 179 258 2” 604 
892 Hvst 13 17 150 semel Sod'®" #3" Orig 


(duxerunt c d ff, 1 q (hiat b) 5vg; perdux. a; addux. k) Cf syr copt 


abid. 


(sed) 


ibid, 


TELNATO NBD Sod” et CLAW fam 1 2° 604 892 
ce Sod" miratw latt 

T@ TIAAT N une et WE minn et tw meat A Paris” 

geamrAatoc sah boh 

ouk atroxpwn ( — ovder) B* Paris” 

ovdev atroxpivn (— ouKk) Pee (Sota) 

Ovk aTroKpivn ovdev ND*B? rell et A*™ WEY minn 

non respondes nihil ak 


non respondes quidquam d ff, l q 8 [supra ovder], c (+ eis, of. 
syr sin) boh 
non dices quidquam sah 
non reddis responsum _—_ sy’, cf. pers wt solet. (heis sg syr sin, cf.¢) 
nonne habes quid respondeas = aeth'™* 
KaTNYOpoval NBCD et WY fam 1 267 604 [non 2?°] 892 
Evst 48 boh aeth accusant latt et § Orig’ 
Katapaptupovew A unctt et AS Sod minn” et Paris” sah 
syr arm goth 


+ I neglect xiv. 60 evs peoor or ets To pecov. 
¢ I neglect xiv. 69 mapeorwow and rapeornxoow as well as several other things 


hereabouts. 
§ It is 
record in 68 


no use thinking that ourvew is ex Matt. and B neutral. Refer to B's bad 
/69 under “‘ Harmonistic.” 


Mark 


+ 8. 


ibid. 
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papTupovaw > 259 
[Observe sah on the secondary side for the age of this 
variant. | 


. OV TAPNTOVYTO NENB sade ose k quem postularent 
ov ay NTOUYTO DG fanls 2 Sod** 1? 87 
ov NTOUVTO W 1 [non fam = ovrep nrovvto| 115 Sod" 
cf. sah boh aeth 
ov * TEpNTOVVTO A sic ov Te p'avntovvTo Sod” sic 


ovTep NTOUYTO C plur et 8B? SV minn et 604 892 Paris” 
(quemcumque ac d ff, l [mut b q, b ab xiv. 61, q ab xv. 5, 
usque ad xv. 36] 6) 


. OTATLATTOV — NBCDKN et WAW 1 [non fam] fam 13 


[non 124] 2° Paris” al. pauc et Sod'**" sah (syr) 
TWGTATLATTOV — A rell et & minn et 892%" 604 rell boh 
goth (ctaciacavtwv Sod’) 


seditiosis lat 
(cum seditiosis et homicidis breviter claus habet aeth) 
avaBas NBD 892 ¢ d ff, l r vg et (supra A avaBonoas) 


sah boh goth W-H & Sod tat (avactnoas Sod**’) 
avaBonoas A unc et N°WIWV minn omn vid (praeter 892) 
syr, arm (instanter) diatess*™ (confusé vg* “5 om xv. 8) 
Om. k (accensa tota turba a) [| Hiant be fi ql] 
ascendit et clamavit aeth (conflat) 
[Cf Jebb de aveBnoev et aveBonoev in Reg i. 23°. | 
Kalws errovet NBA et WW" ®™ 892 Paris®’ Sod?! 1416 boh kb 
Kalas a errors 13[non fam] 
Kabws aev errovee VD rell omn et & minn latt rell vg arm goth 
Kabws evober.. . 2 
xabos Bos nv.... Sod 2° 604 | c sah syr pesh aeth arm 


(Om KkaOws et acu syr sin). 


The original here was probably indistinct KAQWCAEIENOIE! 


which 


< and corrupted to KA@WCENOIE! 
13 [contra fam] shows, omitting €1, by KA@WC‘AENOIE! 
and could also be misread KAQOWCEIWOE!, 


as Matthew, and c sah syr pesh aeth arm indicate, but 2°° 604 having 
e0os nv merely make a harmony of independence. 

But are not NBAWY 892 Paris’ all in the same boat? And is not 
their text younger and more corrupt than that of the original Latin (for 
all but c k 5 have semper) and that of D une? fam 1 fam 18 28 33 157, 
all Wetstein’s codices, all Scholz’s, all Birch’s, all Matthaei’s, all Scrivener’s 
and all but three of Soden’s ? 

[L is wanting here. | 


This question is not impertinent because if the papyrus exemplar 


+ The early collators missed this in Codex B. Not recorded in Treg or Tisch vii. 
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were faint or torn here, then just above it might be in the same case and 


account for the variation avaBas. 
Mark 


xv. 10. mapedoxav D*HS et W 1 [non fam] fam 13 2°¢ ct 604 
Evst 47 Paris®””? (Sod) Sod°® "4 @ (k) (wt Matt) 

TApEOMKELTaV AEGNVXA et 23 al. 
et Paris*’ (Schmidtke) 


Tapadedwxercay NB rell et V (paue. os 
T ApEOEOMKELT AY) 
14. expafov DAGKMPII* min* latt et 6 syr arm boh 
expavyatov 2° Taura’'4 
expaéay NB reli et SV minn” aeth goth sah (expafav A*) 


15. Bound. tw oxA@ To iKavoy Toe B[negl. W-H**™*| Laura’ 
soli (cf. ¢ l vg satisfacere) 
os, = rose A plur et 2V minn goth 
Bovur. Toncat To iKavov Tw oyiw NC Sod” sah boh syr pesh 
et sin (aeth) 
(Om. claus D d ff, k 1‘ diatess) 
18. Bacirev NBDMPSVX et V2 Sod al. et 2°° 604) 
o Bacirevs AC? (latet C*) EFGHKNUDIATI. al. et ©) rex latt 
et 892 Laura‘? Paris” 
19. Kau etuTTov avtov (autov 2”° nec corr. Cronin) Karam evs THY 
xed. D 2° c d ff, k sah syr sin 
Kal €TUTTOV avToU THY KehadynV KAAaLw NB plur et VY minn 
et Sod®®’ Paris” boh goth (—avtov 267 arm) 
Kal €TUTTOV THY KEpadynV avTOV Kaha Lw C al. et 33 892 1 vg 
aeth syr 
22. ayouow D* fam 13[non124]|2”* (adducunt #2, perducunt / 6 vg) 


duxerunt c¢ sed perduxerunt d 
depovow NB rell et YV Sod” minn et k ferunt (hiat a) 
23. os de NBI"*? et & 33 et Paris® [non 
892 vid] Sod’ h bol ] 
o Se A rell pl et A (8 ille autem) ( °”" 70" 89” P&S” 
et V Sod” minn et fam 13 2° 604 
Kae D fam laethed fi, kinr vg Aug (= latt™; 


hiant enim a be fig 12) 
KQL AUTOS syr sin 


This place has more interest than appears on the surface. If the 
original had been o ée or os de, the Latins would not say ‘‘ et non accepit,”’ 
but ‘‘ille autem non accepit” as syr pesh and copt with Greek. But an 
original ‘‘ et non accepit’’ might well have been rendered os de or 6 de, and 
the fact that all the Latins (including k) are agreed on the one hand, while 
the Greeks are divided between os de and o de lends force to our argument. 
The absence of Sod’ 2°° and 604 from the Latin column here seems to 
show something of interest. Syr sin appears conflate already. Observe 
W goes against NB here. [Soden’s notes (separated) are inadequate. | 


i i 
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tess 24. Observe also this verse under ‘“‘ Differences between N 
and B.” 

[xv. 25. epvAaccor pro ectavpocay =D d ff, k n rv. This must be 
noted but excluded owing to the probability of the change 
having been made by D and these Latins and sah to obviate 
the difficulty as to the third hour (see Tisch ad loc). 
Note that syr pesh™ says “‘about the third hour.” Aeth (cf. 
Act" Hier’) makes it the sixth hour when they crucified 
him. If efvdraccov were original the difficulty would be 
hghtened, but hardly following the account in verses 20/24. 
(The vg? conflates with sah 2/3 adding et custodiebant eum 
after et crucifixerunt eum.) Sod contradicts D. | 

29. 04 TapayovTes D* (arpoaryovtes 2°° ved) Hus™® x27 5¢ tov Maprov 
praetereuntes . cd ff, k lr aur gat 6 vg [=omn (n qui 
transiebant) ; hiant be fi gq re| 
ot Tapatropevomevos. NB rell gr et XV Sod” minn 
Om. syr sin 
ibid. Tpiow nuepats AD=BV YR Sod 2122) 2° Ser™ Sod" 


Evst 48 ¢k 
ev Tpow nuepas NB rell et SV minn” et Paris" d ffo ln 6 vg 
30. xataBas NBD*LA e¢ V Sod” et Sod™t kin 6 vg boh 


kar xataBa AC pl et > minn™ (—Kae Sod*) ¢ d ffe goth syr 
arm aeth 
Kat katasnOs P 1 al. et Laura‘! Paris” Hus (cat cataBatw 
So a) 
Invertens sah cataBa...Kat cwoov ceavTov 
34. Ty evaTn 258 2°° al. paue. (ev Tn evatn Cc"). 
T™ evatn wpa NBD*FL et V Sod” fam 1 fam 18 [non 124] 892 
Paris” Laura‘! al. pauc. ¢ ff. (Buchanan) goth syr Hus W-H 
7™ wpa tn evatn Arell” et > di (incip.i xv. 83) ln 6 vg boh sah 
TN wpa evaTn Sod™* (cum d et latt contra D*®) sine auctori- 
tate Gr. ! 
Om. k 
36. Tes NBLA et V et 892 Paris” (soli vid inter minn) 6 (sol 
inter latt) (arm) W-H & Sod tat 
€lS D rell omn > et minn et sah boh et latt™ (anus) et aeth 
syr (potius quam quidem) 
This again is but a small matter, but seems a perfectly clear 
“‘yevision’’ by the hand of the originator of the group NBLAW 892 
Paris”. (W wanting.) Syr lends itself to either interpretation. But if 
Tis Were original guidem would appear in some other Latin besides 6. 
xv. 39. e&€ evartias avtov §=NB plur et 3V minnc ff. k 18 verss plur 
EKEL D Sod 2° (d) tn q arm? Orig (illic 
aderat pers). 
Om. 72 251 arm? avtw (—e& ev.) W 1 22 59 Sod?" syr. 


XV1. 


47. 


ibid. 


ibid. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


. TpocaBBatov NB*CKMAII* et WW Sod” 1 33 al. mult 
mpoccaSPatov AB? rell plur et & min mult 
mpw caBParov D*" (caBBatov Sod'***) 
ante sabbatum d latt® 
. Kat autos nv (—os) N* 157 sole (Cf sah aeth gat syr) 
oS Kal AUTOS NV B plur et WW minn 1 8 vg 
0S NV Kal AUTOS D Sod™ 2% cd fiz k nq 
eGeacayto D* Sod? 2°° (of Luc xxiii. 55 et Mare xvi. 11) 
eGewpouv NB rell et W minn copt (1 vg aspiciebant) 
notaverunt cd ff. q 
viderunt kn syr 
. mt. CfDdn (k q) contra rell. 
. pla Tov caBBatwv BW 1 
pura caBBatwv 1 vg 
puta Tov caBBatov cd ff, una sabbati, k q re (prima 


sabbati) aeth 
T pa Tov caBBatov NLA e¢ VY Sod” 33 2° 892 al. paue 
boh (hiat sah) Hus Hes™ 
pas caBBarou D 
Tns plas caBBateov AC rell et & minn pl et Paris” 
Dion"** Ps-Nyss 
TNS plas Tov gaBRaTov K fam 18 Sod™ (rov caBp. aliq.) 
(prima septimanae sy7) 
oriente sole cdn ff, q Tich, Aug (Pyare) 
aVaTENNOVTOS TOU HALOU D Hes™ Tich"s 
avatetNavtos Tou nov NB rell et 2V boh Eus 1/2 Dion" Ps-Nyss 
€TL avaTtetAavTos Tov nALlov KWII* Sod? 1 2° 299 248 wet 
Sod" Kus 1/2 


orto jam sole Ll vg 
Om. k [negl. Soden] 
quum exortus esset sol syr 
. adinvicem — cd ff,lq vg 
inter se n 
TPCS EAVTOUS D 
Mpos €avTas NB rell et WEY minn 
Om. k 
. et veniunt et inveniunt detcn 


et venerunt et invenerunt ff, syr sin 

Kau epyovTat Kat evpickovow LD Sod?’ 2° Hus 

kat avaBreyacat Gewpovew NB rell et WXV minnl q 8 vg boh 
syr pesh 

et accurrentes viderunt aeth (hiat sah) 

(accesserunt et vident /) - 

amotum nv 

amoxexuricuevov = T) Sod? 2° cd ff, kl gq vg 


GREEK RECENSIONS IN ST. MARE. Ti, 


Mar 
2 atoxexutiota. A plur et WEV minn Ps-Nyss (cf. Matt Luc) 
avaKkeKUMOTAL male SBL et W-H Sod tat [Vide Postscript | 
in Part II. | 
xvi. 8. foBos De S00 eta timor ¢ ff, n q 

tpomos NB rell et SV minn et 2° tremor kl vg et d*? t sah 

boh goth 

Om. claus syr sin poBos (—Kat exotacis) arm 


tremor et pavor aeth'™ (pro tpopos [vel do8os| kar exotacis) 
(cf syr pesh) 


[Om xvi. 9-fin NB syr sin. Cf. LY k aeth.| 
9. TpwTn Plur (Om. Sod**?, rpartns Sod**, rpwrov aliq) 
TN) pa Hus** 
Om. tpatn ca8B. Sod*™, 
ibid. ehavepwcev Tpwtos D* (hiat d*) 
epavn TpwrTov Plur et SW (Hus 1/2) et verss (rparn 2°*) 


. epavn (— Tpartov) W arm Eus 1/2 
ibid. map C*D"L e¢ W 33 892 Paris” copt™®-™° et Sod txt 
ab - A rell et > Fus® 


de qua c@ flqsvg; aqua n 
10. mopv@euca =D plur et WV minn pl et 2°° 
amedOovoa KIT 892 al® Sod" Paris HierHedib abiit et 2 
videns lL vg? (vadens a* d? vg) 
praecurrens c ff, 
[Haplictt > xvi. 14 amictiav av.... Hxplicit goth xvi. 12. 
Explicit n xvi. 13 crediderunt. Incipit o xvi. 14.]_ 


15. -—amavta D* 225 gat [Hiant a* n| 
Habent rell et WV Sod minn et boh latt et d? a 
(vere kat pro aravta D +xarc q syr pesh boh aeth) 


[| Hxplicitt D®™ xvi. 15 ad verbwm evayyer.or. | 


17 fin. —Kawars C*LA™ et VA* boh arm 
Habent rell et WD? minn latt et o d? 8 syr pesh aeth Const Hipp. 
19. avednud?n ACD? et-W Sod? assumptus est cd? hl aur duvg 
avehnpn Rell et VW minn receptus est ff. q Iren 
avepepeto 36 40 
avernpon kar avepepeto 68 [De his omnibus tacet Sod]. 
ascendit 0 syr pesh diatess 
ibid. ex deEvwv Plur et WV Iren | 
ev deEtwv =D? j 
ex defia = 179 
ev de€ia = CAA d* p* 6 boh (syr) ad dexteramco qr. 


a dextris vg 


+ Exstat D** xvi. 7-15. evayyedwor, hiat d* xvi. 6 post quaeritis. Suppl d’ xvi. 6 
usque ad 20 fin et D®” xvi. 15-20. : 


CHAPTER VI. 
FURTHER REMARKS AS TO LATIN BASE IN §T. MARK. 


“Salutant vos omnes sancti; maxime autem qui de Caesaris domo sunt.’’— 
Phil. iv. 22, 


I have stated that in St. Mark’s Gospel there appear to be two or 
three separate Greek recensions, and have asked the question whether 
the old subscriptions to some of the Greek and Syriac ss, stating that 
St. Mark not only preached but wrote his Gospel in Latin, were not 
perhaps founded on fact, or at any rate whether a Greek and a Latin 
version did not issue from his hands simultaneously. Let us try to 
examine the matter a little more closely. And next, what strikes the 
investigator at once is that there is a most remarkable agreement 
between the famous Codex Bezae’s Greek in Mark and the whole body 
of the Latins. In Buchanan’s edition of b (p. xxi.) he says ‘‘ In St. Mark 
the texts are more divergent than in any other Gospel.” If he means 
the Latin texts I hardly think he is right. 


Some of these places of agreement are as follows : 
Mark 


i. 2. —eyo BD Sod°™ 28 it W, = although 

3. tov Beou vuwv D* sic, (d it?) extant, is absent 

4, >ev Tn epnuw Bartiov D Sod” itvg(praeter f), from this com- 

10. nvvypevouvs D it vg (pro oxfopevous) bination at the 

13. —exe NABDL Sod®*° °°" 21 it vg ete \ opening of the 
ibid. +xav (ante Trevpafopuevos) D tt vg Gospel. 

15. wemAnpwvTar ov Katpot D it?! vg (pro It is most pecu- 

TeTANPeTat o Kaipos) | liar, because e is 

16. Kat Tapaywv NBDL it vg ete | wanting from 


(pro wepiratev be plur ut Matt) / 1. 1-20. 
ibid. tov aderpov avtov DGI3 Sod” 33 al. pe. it (praeter a r 8) vg 
syr pesh et sin aeth. Add W. 
20. tnxodovOncav avtw (pro amndOov oTitw avtov) D4 soli et it vg. 
To these add W (and note »Adov pro amndOov Sod”). 
21, 11. 1. cadbapvaovxp NBDA Sod?” min’ it vg goth copt. Add W. 
ibid. edidacxev +avtovs  D Sod it?! vg arm aeth goth. 
24, —ea NBDA? Sod 28* 157 372 2?¢ it vg verss. To this 
array add W. Notwithstanding Orig and Hus it is probably 
brought in from Luke. 


t A very good example. For “ secwti sunt eum” could readily be translated amnddov 
(or 7Adov as Sod”) omiaw avrov. The other translators vary the expression in ver 18, 
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Mark 
i. 25. ex Tov avOpwrov (pro cE avtov) DW (Sod°* aro, 2°°™) it vg 
(praeter f)T 
27. —te eotw tovro D 7 it". To these add W and three 
lectionaries, sy7 sin and aeth [hiat sah). 
30. >xatexecto de n TrevOepa ciuwvos D it vg (praeter f). To 
this group add W [Sod only indicates W by ‘]. 
34. avta Aarew D Sod” it vg (praeter f) aeth for ta datpona 
Aarew B copt and AaXew Ta Sacpworvra all the rest and W. 
44, >de£ar ceavtov (pro ceavtov devEar) D it vg. To this add W 
devEat eavtov. 
45. —7odAX\a . D anditvg. To this group nowadd W. 

We gain a preliminary point here, that the text of D goes behind W at 
a time when NB came into being, and before our other uncials were penned. 

We gain further information, for W, as if handling a document in. 
another tongue, not infrequently uses a synonym in translation. Thus 
alone 1. 27 eBavyafov (mirabantur d) for eAaynOncar, not only copying the 
tense of d, against mirati sunt of others, but giving a close interpretation. 

Here ¢ alone conflates : Ht extimuwerunt omnes et admirabantur... 

In the same verse the exceptional inpotentabilis of eis rendered by W 
alone efovetiactixn. Thus: tis 7 didayn Kevyn avtn n eEovetiactiKn avTov. 

Again, W ati. 31 with Paris” follows d’s Latin “ ministrabat ez” 
with duo avt@, while D™ has avtots. This is really very remarkable. 
No other Greeks do this, and the only other Latin is e. No coptie or 
syr nor aeth pers. 

In connection with this we have to ask the following questions. 

Why does D at i. 40 write epwtwy opposite depraecans when all- other 
Greeks including W have zrapaxador, and we are face to face with the 
answer that aapaxaXkwv = depraecans rather than that depraecans 
=epwtov. But as D* alone has epwrwy it may be that D* was translating 
depraecans IN HIS OWN WAY into Greek! t 

Much more difficult to explain is D’s opyio@es for ordayyucbes in 
i. 41 [without the countenance of W], but even here d with iratus bears 
it out, and both a 7* and ff so write, while b§ and g, omit. See, 
however, Rendel Harris’ brilliant double explanation (‘Cod. Bezae,’ p. 186) 
from (1) confusion in Syriac or (2) from an original Latin motus instead 


+ It will not do now to say that this is ex Luc, if the whole group be basic. 

t+ D* has several forms peculiar to him, as at i. 32 e@epooay for edepor; vi. 14 
edeyorav; i. 27 eOayB8noay for ebap8nOncav, with Origen; ix. 9 evdocav ; ix. 33 nAOocav; 
xii. 36 dace; xiii. 34 Gupovpw; xv. 43 ernoaro. 

§ In this connection while seeking the ultimate base we must consider other of 6’s 
omissions (6 in very short lines is most important in St. Mark). See i. 37 Dicentes (pro 
Kat evpoy avroy Kat Aeyovucw Of NBL e aeth, or xat evpovres avroy Ney. A unc” boh, or xa 
ore evpov avrov dey. D latt pl sah) by bc and W*. Here we have three varying intro- 
ductions all cut short by Wb c. So ati. 10 (and at several other places) D d omit evOus, 
here with ab ffr. Note ii. 12 —deyovras BW bas against the rest and the variation kat 
Aeyew of D. Here W strengthening B added to b does look like the lost base. 
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of misertus of most and iratus of d. Harris forgets to say that-b leaves 
out the word as g, or vg®. This shows some difficulty which bothered 
them. Nor does he refer to vi. 84 where for eorAayyvic@m d and q [not 
b| x [not a] have condoluit, using quite a different word from the usual 
misertus est (evo7r. C). Observe further motus turning up in the Ms n 
at xvi. 4 where uses amotum for re-volutum of the rest of the itala. 
_-This is the place where NBL W-H Sod substitute avaxexvdrorac for 
atoxex. In dealing with the problem we must be careful not to let NBL 
mislead us as to the basic text. For instance at 1. 39 NBL Sod” 
(only) substitute with copt and aeth »dGev for nv [followed by Hort and 
Soden]. But thisisa pure correction. All the Latins in the rough: “‘et erat 
praedicans”’ support «cat nv knpvoowr of D and all the other Greeks and W. 
Another very hard place is iv. 6 iit. where the authorities differ so 
much as to construction, with D and W on opposite sides. 6 and ¢ show 
that we have somehow lost the original base (syr sin is mutilated). 
Perhaps Harris can make another brilliant suggestion for restoration ? 
Another equivocal place is at iv. 14 0 ove:pwy Tov Aoyov oremper. The 
Greeks and D d are agreed as to o o7reipwv, but a c b g r substitute qui 
loquitur. This is probably an “‘improvement.” It is curious, however, to 
find b-q together confirming it, and ¢ (e wanting), but W with D opposes, 


This is complicated further by the reading in the following verse, 
Mark iv. 15. 

Instead of ovov omewpetat o doyos which even W holds, a 0 ¢ q again 
make a substitution, this time strengthened by f [non goth] r. They say 
qui negligenter verbum suscipiunt, or (c) qui negligunt verbum suscipientes. 
D has not this but writes ow for orev as d ff quibus seminatur verbune. 
We have accounted for a bcd (hiant e k Cypr) f ff ¢ r. Now i varies 
thus ‘‘ hi autem sunt qui circa viam “! seminatur verbum,” eliding quibus 
but writing whi above as vgg: ubi seminatur verbum. The Greeks (and W) 
with copt aeth goth have this wbi, so we are wide apart as to Latin and 
the rest. The question is as to what was the original difficulty in the 
Latin or Greek base which caused the difference. I suppose the original 
for wbt must have been quo, but how get “‘ negligenter verbum suscipiunt”’ 
out of “ seminatur verbum.” The semi-parallel in Matt. does not help 
(kat wn ovvievtos), nor does St. Luke viii. 12 where we read only ou de rapa 
Tnv obov ecw ot axovoavtes. There is nothing there about negligenter. 
Turning to the Greek for a key, aipéw or dvarpéw could replace o7elpw, 
but would hardly do. o7atpw or doraipw, while of similar sound to ozeipa, 
involve plucking off violently as opposed to the neglegenter of the Latins. 
oTepworoyéw = pick up seed, is possible but improbable. The verb adroyéw 
conveys neglect but I do not see how it would fit. In the Greek, to agree 
with the Latin, 6 Xoyes must be turned into an accusative, so that seems 
out of the question as a base from which the Latins drew. 

On the other hand the Latin verbum serving for a nominative or 
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accusative distinctly answers the requirements of swhject or of object, so 
that it is more likely that a Latin base is responsible for the change. 
How could it occur? Instead of seminatur, originally seritur (cf. a) may 
have been used. Could seritur have become confused with segniter (a 
synonym for negligenter)? But then we do not account for suscipiunt 
instead of seminatur or seritur. Sero, sevi could hardly have been confused 
with sero, serui (“‘ join in, engage in, put together’’). I would like someone 
to exercise his ingenuity here. I have never seen an explanation offered. 

The strange thing is to find a opposing both d and D", for elsewhere 
a = D*, so that D d here are probably not basic. Even b-g are together 
for the whole sentence, which absolutely proves that we have the correct 
b base. The omission by syr sim is significant. He probably saw the utter 
conflict between Latin and Greek, and therefore dropped the words. The 
omission cannot be basic. Observe the persian (syr hier wanting). I. 
recapitulate. Gr°™ (aeth sah boh go arm‘ vgg) :— 

= omov ometperat o Aoyos (D d fz g, syr pesh ous omerperat o Aoyos) 

b-q Hi autem sunt qui juxta viam seminantur qui neglegenter verbum suscipiunt 
a Hi autem sunt qui secus viam seminati sunt _,, 
fr Hi autem sunt qui circa viam seminati sunt ,, nf oe * 

c Hi autem qui seminantur circa viam ipsi sunt qui negligunt verbum suscipientes 

syr sin Hi autem qui sunt juxta viam illi sunt qui audiunt verbum (tantwm) 
pers Id quod juxta viam cecidit homines qui audiunt et memoria tenent. 


” te) 


Mark vi. 31. 


Another obscure but very interesting place occurs at vi. 31 which may 
well occupy our ingenuity. Here then we are offered these alternatives : 
devTe vjsets (—avTol) KAT LOvaY ELS EPNLoV TOTTOV W Sod? 1 28 27° gre 


SevTe UES AUTOL KaTLOLAY ELS EpNLoY TOTFOV NB plur sah boh 
OEUTE UTTAY MEV ELS EPNMOV TOTTOV Ded fiir 

SeuTe UTAaYwMEV KaTLOLAY Els EPNLoV TOTFOV a 

Sevte vTaywpev els Epnwov ToTroV UpELs KATLOLAY syr pesh sin aeth diat 


The Latins then only vary between 
venite vos ipsi seorsum 6 


venite seorsum... jf vg plur (venite vos seorsum vg®) 
venite vos secreto bq 
venite eamus... cd ff,tr 

uk venite eamus seorsum @ 


but there is a wide difference in Greek between vpevs or vers avto. and 
the vraywpev of D™ sol. 

(A few vulgates BMO® conflate: venite seorswm eamus.) 

Whence then eamus (which must have provoked vraywpev of D*™, 
and is as old as syr sin and aeth) by cd ffir? Why do d qg not join? 
Observe that something has happened between b and f vgq, for secreto and 
seorsum change places. Observe also that @ restores this catidvav by 
seorsum although holding eamus, while the syriacs and aeth convey it to 
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the end of the sentence, but coptic follows the usual Greek. The difference 
must be very old [| the parallels afford no clue whatever]. . 

What we have to find is an M in a word to correspond with the 
interchange of vos and eamus. The most likely seems an original vosmet 
(pets adrol most Gks), this being misread in the close uncials for eamus. 
The equivalent of xatidiav may have been absent or occupied a place after 
epnuov tomov as in sy. If we are correct, then 6 holds the original 
sense, and ¢ ff, 7 7, with a, followed d, while the Greeks know nothing 
of it, but the syrzacs and aeth do. 

The diatess arab is following Mark here and corresponds with syr sin 
and syr pesh, while vg the Latin diatessaron, is ex Matt xiv. 13 ‘‘ Quod 
cum audisset Jesus secessit inde in nauicula in locum desertum seorsum.” 

In this very verse (vi. 31) occurs a remarkable change by W (alone) 
of Aourov for odvyov. If this was not suggested from the Xovroyv of 
Mark xiv. 41 (where avarravecOe also occurs) it might be a change due to 
translation, but then pusillwm of our Latins must have been represented 
by paulatim or sensim or some other word. 


Mark xiv. 72. 


There is a passage which ought to be a key, but it can be read as 
indicating Greek reaction on Latin as well as Latin on Greek. 

I refer to that very difficult phrase in Mark xiv. 72 as to St. Peter 
“‘ xav emiuBadrwv exrarev.”” This ervBarwv has generally been referred to 
the mind, as in our translation ‘‘ And when he thought thereon he wept”’ 
which the Revised Version left unchanged, merely putting ‘‘ And he 
began to weep” [as D Sod°®? 2”*, all the Latins and goth: ‘‘ et coepit flere’’ | 
in the margin. But in the N.T. out of seventeen other occasions where 
e7iBadrrew is used, in no less than eleven passages it is used with tas 
xeipas [ Mark xiv. 46 (in this same chapter), Matt. xxvi. 50, Luke ix. 62, 
xx. 19, xxi. 12, John vii. 30, and 44, Acts iv. 3, v. 18, xii. 1, xxi. 27]. 
Now the Coptics so understood it at Mark xiv. 72. 

Sah has cat eBarev tv xepa avtou KrAaLEW. 

Boh has kat ertBarov mv xapa avtov exravoev. That is, he threw 
up his hand, he covered his face with his hand, as he choked down the 
sobs. Is this an interpretation or is the old Latin base responsible ? 

For Et coepit flere, the original may have been ETINCEPITFLERE, 

and this is not unlike ETINJECITFLERE. 
Whether injecit could be used without manwm colloquially I do not know. 

There are some passages in Plautus which suggest elision of different 

kinds, but none as direct as required to support such a supposition here.t 


+ CapreErvet ii, 2. 16/18 we read : 
Tynd. Nunc senex est in tonstrina ; nune jam cultros attinet. 
Ne is quidem involucre injicere voluit, vestem ut ne inquinet. 
Sed utrum strictimne attonsurum dicam esse an per pectinem. 
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As to this becoming kau ei Barov exdavoev (or exdatev) there are hosts 
of instances where the Greek exchanges the Latin perfect and infinitive 
for the participle and perfect, so that this need not cause any difficulty. 
But wyicio is freely used in Latin with manum or manus: “inicere 
manum aliqui,’”’ and to summon before a judge injexit manwm (Plautus). 
So also of jaceo ‘to be cast down”: ‘Gnaeus noster ut totus jacet’’ 
(Cicero), ‘“‘vultusque attolle jacentes”’ (Ovid), ‘‘Jacentes vix oculos 
tollens” (Ovid). But jacens will not correspond to ersfadrAov, so that 
we are thrown back on iicio the usual Latin equivalent in N.T. of 
eTLBardrw. 

A and 247 Sod'*** have cai emia Bov for Kat evtBarov, while one notable 
Greek cursive (c*") has cat ertNaBopmevos, for the use of which we can 
refer to Luke ix. 47, where eridaBopevos raidiov (THv yepa tov being 
understood) is used by most authorities. Cf. also Luc xiv. 4, xxiii. 26. 

Blomfield’s note ad loc. (Mark xiv. 72) in his Greek N.T. is clear and 
apposite and may be consulted for a good and condensed statement of the 
situation. He says “‘...In fact there should seem rather to be an ellipsis 
—though to determine with certainty what was originally the plena 
locutto 1s perhaps impossible...”’ To him was unknown the coptic 
testimony, and he closes by citing Chrysostom, Theophylact., Salmasius, 
Suicer, Elsner, Fischer etc for ew:Sadov to be the equivalent of emvxadv- 
rapevos, ‘having covered his head (with his vest),” although he admits 
that here too while émBdadXrew iwatioy is a frequent expression, not one 
example has been adduced of the elliptical use. f 


As to Mark i. 7 fin. . 


Although €ic could drop out before 06C in ii. 7 fin. it is noteworthy 
that while d (with all Latins except a) has solus ds, D™ omits €1¢ which 
the others all have. Thus D* in translating might purposely elide solus. 
Observe here that a against all other Latins has wnus for solus, clearly 
retranslating es. This explains several most difficult things about a. It 
appears thus that a was retranslating from D’s Greek { as explained 
previously, p. 127 seg. Thus at i. 6 a renders D™’s Seppny by pellem, 
although d and the rest have pilos. 


Here the expression is “ to throw a napkin” (‘‘ about his neck ” understood). 
Capretvet iv. 2.17 ...tum genu ad quemque jecero (the bolt from a catapult under- 
stood) ad terram dabo. 
Asin. iii, 2. 86.: Nimis aegre risum continui (without hand) followed by 
40: Opprime os (without hand). Is est. Subauscultemus. 

Sometimes manum accompanies cedo (Hpidicus iv. 1.82), sometimes not. Sometimes 
dextram is used without manum (Curculio ii. 3. 27, 3. 60). Sometimes ostende is used 
alone (Awluwl. iv. 4. 5/25). 

+ So Plautus, Asin, iii, 2.41: “lacrumantem lacinia tenet lacrumans.” 

t See elsewhere as to eumpoobev evaytioy oY evwmtoy in Mark ii. 12, where coram is 
constant by all. In ix. 2 coram obtains again in all except a which has in conspectw (as 
favoured by a in St. Luke) and k which has ante. Observe v.17 where all and W have 
n ato mapaxadery With the Latins, D, with Sod 2°° 604 Sod“ $*, has mapexadovy and so a. 

N 
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We must bear this carefully in mind. It was a very old copy of D, 
for ati. 7 right after this D a (r) agree in «au eheyev avtois for Kat exnpvocev 
revo of all the rest. But Dd are agreed here, so that a really has the 
foundation text of D, if not always of d.t Observe other places as iv. 4 
eyeveto is omitted by DF Sod®” d syr vg and all Latins but a. So that in 
St. Mark a is a very curious and interesting witness. Dd with 0 for 
control as to the base seem to represent a foundation text remarkable for 
shortness (still further shortened by b) which is agreed to in the main by 
the other Latins. NB are uncertain witnesses in St. Mark (NS has evidence 
of much retranslation from Latin) and but for the light thrown on the 
Graeco-Latin problem by 2”° and 604 we should not know ‘“ where we 
were at.” To the additional light provided by 2°° and 604 now add the 
perfectly wonderful and extraordinary Graeco-Latin text found in W. 
Often graecising the exact Latin wording of e (as 8 does in Matt and 
Luke), it deflects often to D d, and yet again alone to b,} where probably 
W b hold the true original D base, lost today in Dd themselves. Not 
only is the text of e, as well as of c, transported bodily to the fourth 
century, but all the variations between NB and D and W and b and ¢ 


and e and k are found to be anterior to 350 A.D. and have nothing to do 


with the period intervening between 350 and 700. The variations being 
so ancient makes it difficult to disentangle them, but W throws much 
new light on the question. 

To return to a, observe ii. 1 cognitum est for axove@ (auditum est it 
vg). This seems to show clearly that @ was translated (freely) back 
from the Greek, while the Latins all hold the literal sense. So at 1. 4 
dva is rendered by a “‘ propter”’ but 7¢?' = prae and DW azo. At iv. 4 all 
Latt omit eyevero except a. So at iv. 14 for seminat we find serit in a. 
At vi. 55 a alone renders suPER grabbatos for ems (row) xpaSBarow of 
Greeks including D, while d and Latt generally have im grabatis. At 
vu. 27 D* Sod” and a = reyer, but d dixit as latt pl and Gr plur sah, 
while NBLA write edeyerv with boh. At ix. 4 svveradrovy of D Sod’ 1 QP° 
only is followed by a m (against participial construction all other Greeks 
and Latins). At ix. 42 @ follows (C*?) D alone with jidem habentibus 
(—evs ewe) for tov miotw eyovrwy while the other Greeks have twv 
mistevoytoy and d fidem habentium. 


+ Very rarely D ad oppose the rest, but a case occurs at vi. 28 xa nveyxey thy 


kepadny (—avrov) by D da only. This is the more curious because vi. 29 init. right 


afterwards a says kat akoveayres (et cum audissent) with the Greeks against axoucarres de 
of D and audientes autem d, while the rest and vg say quo audito, minus the copula. 

{ A most striking instance occurs, almost conclusive for translation from 6’s Latin 
into W’s Greek, at ii. 1. Among the variations of eureAdav (c8* €or) rakw by NBL D* 
28 etc, against econOev wary of A etc, and wadw evond\Gev of d and the Latins “ iterum 
intravit,” b q stand out for “ iterum venit” (“venit iterum e) and W alone says wadw 
epxetac retaining the Latin order of b d ff g,.. q vg, but giving us the present tense, 
for which venit will stand as well as for 7Aéev. Yet D’s Greek and W keep sometimes 
very close. See ii, 21 emia uv partes D alone for emparre the rest, while W has alone 
ae ! [Sod neglects W.] The Latins do not vary, not conveying ovy except by 
adsuit. 


ee 
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In the hint I threw ont in my ‘Genesis of the Versions’ (p. 28) my 
first example was Mark 11. 12 eurpoofev NBLW 187 mg 604 892 Paris*®’ 
only, while evwmiov by O'D Sod 28 33 c Laura’! Sod'*** Hust 29, and 
evavtuov by the mass and D (eump. evaytiov Sod'*'). Here we have three 
variations for ‘‘coram’’ WHICH REMAINS CONSTANT IN THE LATIN MSS. 
As it is constant it may be primitive, that is it may precede all these 
Greeks. For elsewhere, the case is quite different.. Take St. Luke— 


Luke 
v. 19. Gr. eumrpocbev 


ante latt”! et vg, sed coram 4, 
in conspectu a d 


Xli. 8. ewmpocbev = coram latt” et vg, sed in con- 
| spectu d 
9. eutpocbev D al. vel evwrtov = coram latt” et vg, sed in con- 
: spectu d 
Xiv. 2. ewmrpocbev avtov = ante illum latt" et vg, sed apud 
ipsum e, presente illo 6, in conspectu ejus d 
xix. 4. eg To eutrpocbev Variant plur latt 
27. eutpocbev pov = ante me latt”' et vg, sed coram 
me é, in conspectu meo a d 
xxi. 36. eumpoobey Tov viov Tov avov = ante fil. hom. lati et vg, in 
conspectu fili hom. df 
— x. 4. ewrpocbev avtwy Topeveras = ante eas vadit latt?' et vg, 
coram eas vadit 6, praecedit eas r 
xu. 37. eumpocbev avtwv = coram eis latt" et vg, in con- 
spectu eorum d f (7) 
Luke 
i, 6. evavtuov (vel evwrriov) = ante att” et vg, ante faciem e, 
3 in conspectu d f Hier 
xxiv. 19. evaytiov (evwriov JD) = coram Jatt” et vg, in conspectu 
cde Aug 
Acts 
vil. 10. evaytioy (vel evavre) = in conspectu latt”' et vg, ante 
gig, coram d 
Vill. 82. evavTiov = coram lati” et vg, ante Iren 1/2 
Tert, in conspectu Iren 1/2 
Luke 
i, 15. evwriov = coram Jatt” et vg, in conspectu 
we ad Iren 


17. evo voy ante Jatt” et vg, in conspectu 
ad Iren Ambr, coram Tert 
ante latt”' et vg, in conspectu 

ad f; om ff. 

I need not make a more ample list. The matter seems quite clear 
that when translating Greek into Latin there result three Latin variations. 
When translating Latin into Greek (as possibly in St. Mark) three Greek 
varieties are the result. This list has already appeared under Synonyms 
in St. Mark. I reprint here for convenience of teference. 


19. evwriov 


N 2 
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A feature also, which is quite important, is the treatment of the 
Greek articles in D. For instance at 11. 2 D omits tov before Xoyov (alone) ; 
at 11.13 —o (before oyAos) alone with 3; at 11.17 D writes cas tov caxwBov 
for cat taxwBov Tov, and Kat Tov ww. Tov for Kat twavyny Tov; atu. 7 D adds 
tas before auaptias (alone). This seems to show that D was translating 
independently from d. The others by not conforming to this perhaps 
indicate the second translation into Greek from Latin, which thus would 
be one other separate recension. 

As to this matter of the article, notice: 

Mark 


ili. 26. +70 (ante TeXos) D 
iv. 5. +7nv (ante ynv) D 
26. —tov (ante o7ropor) DW Sod’ only (see Sod [* °° 900 28° f) 
28. +o (ante cevtos) DW only (confusé Sod). 
38. —To (ante mpockedp.) DW Sod’ fam 1 28 235 2°° 604 (see Sod) 
v1. 29. +7w (ante prnpcio) D® min™ ; 
35. —o (ante To7ros) Dp 
41. —Tovs (ante tevte) D 
55. — Tous (ante ypa8.) DW Sod’ fam 1 2° Sod*** 
vil. 6. —Tev D 
21. —ot (ante Kaxov) DW Sod*** (cf. A 28 syr sin) 
29. —Top D 
30. — Tov (ante otxor) D 
31. ts dexatroNews (pro SexaTrokews) DW" oe 050 sah els TI 


dexaTroAw W 
(Observe vil. 833 — Tous ante daxturouvs W*") 
vil. 11. +70 (ante onpevor) D (Obs. Sod? 2°¢ +71) 
33. —Ta sec. D* 225 [male Paris*’ Soden contre 
Schmidtke | 
(Observe vill. 37 +0 ante av@pwros B cum copt) 
ix. 14. + 7ovs (ante ypauparers) DI Sod 273 2?° Sod'*# 


15. —o (ante oynos) D Sod” Sod**® 
(Observe ix. 26 + tous ante 7oAXovs NABLAW 383 Paris*’ Laura’ 
31. —o (ante veos) D 


36. +70 (ante tradcov) LD Sodt ae 

43. —ras (ante yeupas) DY (Laura 1 Sod, male?, non Lake) v* 
x. 21. +o (ante rrwyois) NCD® Sod min™4 

41. +7ov (ante taxwBov) D 


x1. 11. —rns (ante wpas) D 2° 245 Sod'!*? 
22. +7ov (ante Oeov) DW 

xl, 23. +7 (ante yuvn) AD* 13 [non W] Paris*’ Sod'** 
26. —o (ante Oeos sec.) DW ELvst 18 Orig 2/3 


ibid. —o( ,,  ,, tert et quart) BDW Orig” 
37. —o (ante wodvs) NDW 28115 213 2” 604 Sod?® 19995 soli*4 
40. —Tas DW 
— Tov DW 
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Mar) 
a 3. +o (ante metpos) D®& Sod? al*" 
10. —ta (ante e6vn) D 2°? (Sod non Cronin) Sod*** 
xiv. 47. —rnv (ante wayarpav) DW 1124435 2°¢ Hust'? Sod** [non °°] 
60. +70 (ante pecor) DM®Y Sod min" 


62. —rns (ante dvvapews) D 
xv. 1. +7ov (ante ypaupatewy) NDW Sod?*? QP Sod” copt 


6. +7nv (ante eoptny) D 
11. —vov (ante BapaBBav) D 
12. Bacire (male Sod tw Bac.)  D*"* (pro tov Bacidea) regem d 
21. +7ov (ante c1pewva) D 


+ Tov (ante Kupnvatov) DS 
40. —n (ante paydarnvn) D (etiam D® in ver 47) 


43. —o (ante aro) D(W)7” paue. 
46. +7 (ante urnpeo) D 267 pauc. 
ibid. +s (ante merpas) D(W) Sod’ pauc. 
xvi. 6. +7ov (ante ioovr) D 


9. — Tn (ante waydarnvn) D 


Combination of the itala with D and DW. 


: But let us continue to see what the lists proceed to tell us: 
Mar A { 


ll. 1. madw evondOev 372 d et it vg (contra D®* et NBL etc) wadw 
epxetat W = iterum venit wt b q 
4. mpoceyyioat D plur et it (praeter f | = vg offerre ut NBL 
Sod 372 copt mpoceveyxar) et W mpocedbew 
This is very important in view of W’s independent translation. 
ibid. —avtw DK*2 tt pl 
ibid. —efopvEavtes DW it?! (non fl vg) 
6 fin. +reyovtes DW 2° ¢¢?! (non f 1 g vg) 
14, vax@Bov (pro revew vel Never) D Sod fam 13 2°° ct (praeter 
flat 
15. mwoddoe o« D it vg (non Gr om ou) t 
17. —avtois DW fam 1 28 it” 
21. Consult DW Jatt. 


+ If this be basic, as seems probable (and cf Orig ad loc), we can easily account for 
the defection of f and q, for f has been seen already to depart constantly from the regular 
ranks, and g has merely been revised here [b is quite enough against q] as all the Greeks 
except fam 13 and 2°, Even W reads Aevew and 604 Paris” do not join 2?* here. g, and 7, 
have here been “ vulgatised”’ also. Syr sin is wanting and only begins again at ii. 21. 

¢ This is an important matter. All Latins hold qui, but the Greeks including 
W omit. Some Latins omit the xa: following. If moAAor o: be original the o. was lost 
early in a copy which lay at the foundation of all the Greeks, for none preserve it. Yet 
all Latins have gui. (01 pro cat 2°; male Sod de Sod”, habet roddor tantwm.) 

The whole verse is very interesting. At the beginning eyevero is changed to ywerae 
by NBLW 383 2v¢ 604 892* [but not Paris]. Om. Sod, The Latin is factwm est, NBL 
follow with kataxewrOac avrov, but not W which has avaxetpevoy avrwy corresponding to D 
karakeipevoy avroy and a b ¢ d ff r with the Jatin abl. absolute (q discumbente illo and 
e reverses the order), If W is retranslating avax. would be quite easy. 
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ae ii. 23. Observe ropeverOar W fam 13 Sod'** only (ambulare it”, transire 
ce ff) against dvaropeverbar BCD and traparropevec Oat rell. 
ibid. — odovrrovew DW Evst 26 it et 6[ contra A® | (praeter 
alyrq) 
24 init. ov de (pro Kat ovr) DW Sod?” it vg contra rell Gr omn 
ibid. +01 pabntra cov D [non W] Sod?® min 1 18 28 etc tt (praeter e) 
25 fin. -++ovTes D et it vg +erant ut A +noav 
26. —emt aBiabap DW [non Sod?’ | 271 it?" syr sin 
iil. 2. —avtoy sec. DW Sod? 4" tt vg 
4, evrrev (pro deyer) D it? 
ibid. mpos avtous (pro autos) LD it 
7. 0 d€ uoous DW Sod” it vg" boh [contra sah et Gr] 
ibid. —nkorovOncav D (W. Cf. ver. 8) 28 124 ae”! 
ibid. —atro (ante tns wovdatas) DW 28 604 al. pauc. it?! vg 
[Observe ili. 8. axovovtes NBWA fam 1.13 2 bcdef ff, 
gril qr 6 vg, akovoartes D* rell gr et (a) | 
15. cau S@xev avto.s (pro Kat exyew) DW 872 it vg (praeter ae q) 
19. cKapiwd D 
20. —avtovs D et latt (avtov Sod®”. Cf. e ff posset) 
21. Kat oTe nKOVoaY TEpL avTOU OL ypap. Kat ov AowTot DW (sed W 
KOb aKOUTAYTES) qt variant minimum 
ibid fin. eEectatai avtovs D (Sod fam 13 2°° —avtous) it. Cf W 


26. 


27. 
28. 


30. 


« €pYeTau 


. —€lS TOY aLwva” 
. abapTias 


eEnptnvtat avtou (Rell e€eatn; e€eotw A c*) 
catavay exBadrer pewepicbar ep eavtov (pro avectn ed eavTov 
enepiaOn vel Kat ewepicOn vel Kav pepeptatar) D (Sod**") it?! 

(W syr sin eb eavtov ewepicOn — aveortn) 
ovxtav (—avtov) DW it” et cf. ord contra NBCLA (cf. W bce) 
A wonderful commentary is offered here. For W (replacing D d) 
withabce ffiqr vg® Cypr’® Ambrst aeth omit oca av 
Bracdnpnowow which D d and f 1 vg have with the rest of 
Greeks and copt (syr). This lost line oca av Brxacdnunowow 
occurs above oo 8 av Pracdnunon (or as in D, it runs oo 
av 6€ tis Bdachdnunon) and was lost from homoioteleuton 
probably. W and the mass of Latins remain together. D and 
the mass of Greeks. So that W and ?tala certainly trace to 
one copy of same lines as d. 
DW Sod” min alig it” Ath Cypr 
CPDW fam 13 Ath. Cf it. (xpimatos Sod, 

Koracews Sod*) 

exew autov (pro ever) W d it? (D exew —avtor) 
NDGW Sod fam 1179 2?¢ 892 Sod*4? zt”), 


Thereagainst in this chapter at 11.10 D d with ff both seem to go 


wrong and leave the common Latin base, for they agree with most 
Greeks in eOepavrevoev, while KII e* w* have e@epazrevey confirmed by a b 
cefg,tlqvg boh syr. So far we have thought that these Latins and KII 
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were aberrant, but behold W Sod*"* witness to eOepazrevey, so that it is 
either basic or they got it from the Latin. The latter seems pretty sure for 
in the next verse W gives (alone, abstrusé Sod. de D) idov for ebewpovy 
and holds Aeyovtes of NDK only (dicentes Jatt) for Xeyovta of the rest to 
agree with mvevpata ta axafapra. And ver. 15 jin has an addition only 


known to ace. 
Mark : 


iv. 1. kat npEato makw DW (209) 2° Sod’ ct?! sah aeth 
ibid. mpoo (pro wapa) DW [non min vid] et latt “ad” 
ibid. W controls D’s Greek here beautifully for D®™ says o Xaos 
opposite turba of d and all latt. W does not agree with 
D*, showing turba and not populus to be basic. Orig'™* uses 
populus however, probably retranslating D’s 0 Xaos, so that D 
and d at one time were separate as I supposed, for Orig* here | 
is against all Latins. 
ibid. Observe W in the rest of the verse. 
4. —eyevero DE(W) Sod*”™ it (praeter a) vg 
5. Observe aliud d et latt et Gr pl addo contra adda D®™ 33 2°° al. 
pauc. and caecidit d rell against erecay D* Sod"™ 
ibid. emt Ta TeTPwdH NDW 1 33 179 372 2P¢ Sod? 1949 1443 [qet? 
ibid. kat ott (pro orov) DW it" («at orov B a? soli) 
10, 0+ pa@ntas avtov (pro ov mept avtov ouv Tos dSwdexa) DW 
Sod” fam 13 28 2°° it omn (praeter f) syr sin diatess [non pesh|. 
thid, Tis 7 TapaBorn av7n DW Sod fam 13 28 2° 70™ *f vg™ (Tas 
TapaBoras NBCLA, rnv rapaBornv A unc! >® etc.) De parabola 
illa vel de parabolis gat aur vg® syr et boh (eee) [tev wapa- 
Bartov —eefe sah] 
11. reyes (pro ereyer) DW [male Sod. de 28] it” 
bid. eyeTat (pro yvetar) D [non W] > Sod °*: 28 64 124 2P° i¢treom 
16. —opowws DW Sod” fam 1 fam 13 [non 124-346 | 28 
435 2° 604 Paris” zt (praeter f gz) (syr) 
This is noteworthy because all the important sympathising cursives 
go with DW here, deserting NB which here take different sides: opoiws 
ecw NCLA 267 Sod'®, evcwv opotws B rell. 
iv. 17. Kav Suwypov (pro n Siwypov) NV az ot eater 2) 
19. —ae wept ta Kova erOupiae = DW 1 28 (ef. Sod? 2° 604) it” 


ibid, axaprrot ywovtau DW Sod? 124 it?! boh™™® 
cdef ff ir (prob. ; mut a) 
{21. amrerat (pro epyetat) D sah boh (accendit et 
KaleTat “ 3 W fam 18 afferet aeth) [epyetar Gr 


omn rell et minn syr | 


+ This is a beautiful place to consider. Notice 6 is absent from the Latins and has 
adfertur. amtera: has a double meaning. Here probably D* holds an original base and 
d “ accenditur ” is not basic, yet it must have so gone through the Latins to W who has 
kaverar With fam 18, and not amrera.. Aeth conflates. Sah boh follow the Latin, but 
not syr pesh (hiat sin). - 
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lV. 


Tass 


30. 


B4, 


36. 


tbid. 


37. 


ibid, 


38. 


39, 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


Note here that W Sod b e seem to hold the base otav wut. 
tantum, although D withd ac f ff gzil q vg aeth write kat 
otav, and NB rell gr orav de with syr and copt. 
Similarly W b-e jom NBCLA for vos here, against tw of 
DA unc” >® Sod” the other Latins and copt syr arm aeth goth 
Orig. It is possible here however that W 6 e changed with 
NBCLA to avoid redundancy from ev ti following, for D ete. 
reverse below and substitute ev mova for ev tw. Origen has 
Twt...ev Twt Which is probably the original Egyptian Greek, 
(cf. boh). 
Similarly voAXats is omitted by W b ce and C**4LA>) some 
min and syr aeth boh arm, while found in NB etc, and in D 
rell latt but in differing positions. 
There is a sharp division here, for while DW e fr i q r (eis, 
mut a) and Origen read eredvev avtas, NB rell gr, verss and — 
other Latins including b ¢ read evreAve wavta (one sah ms 114 
omits both wavta and avtas). — 
Kat adiovaw Tov oxdov Kat (pro Kat adevtes Tov oyNov) DW 
Sod” fam 13 28 2°° 604 be de ffi qr (mut a) contra rell. 
Observe W: kat apa mrodXoL Noav meT avTov 
e (r*) et stmul multi erant cum eo 
et multae naves simul erant cum illo b 
et aliae naves simul erant cum illo c 
et aliae naves multae simul erant cum illo jf, 
et multae simul naves erant cum illo 7 q, 7 (om nayes 7%, 
hiat a) 


ordo tantusdem 


Sod’ 2°° kat Ta ada Ta OVTA TAOLA MET AUTOU 
D_ kat addXar S€ TAOLAL TOAAAL NoAaY ET AUTOV | (— simul) 
d etaliae autem naves multae erant cum illo 
peyarn avenwov BDULA Sod fam 1 fam 13 2° 604 be d ff, 
g,thlqr 6 vg magna venti 
All Latins are accounted for except a (missing) f and e; 
Ff goes with goth and A avewou peyadn, but e is found as usual 
in company with W. e magni venti and W peyadou avepov. 
So in the next clause among all the Greek variations W alone 
with eweS8arrcv practically follows e inmittebantur, but in 
the last part of the verse while N* e omit wate dn 
yeurlerOat to mrovov W does not do so, but has wate avto 
non yeprfer Oar. 
—76n Sod***it™ (praeter a) et d contra D™ et & contra A™ vg aeth. 
(Om claus &* e, non W) 
Sveyerpavtes (pro Sveyepovow..Kkar vel eyerpovow. . Kar) DW 
Sod? 28 2°° 604 (eyerpavtes fam 13) it?! 
Observe eyepOers (pro SveyepOes) DW [non Sod] fam 13 21 28 
51 217 604 Paris” al? Sod": * e surgens (pro exsurgens rel/) 


Mark 


t ebed. 
ibid. 


iv. 40. 


ibid. 


41. 


bid. 


. Yepacnvey 
. >avOpwros ex Tov prnwerwv 


. > 05 Eetyev THY KATOLKNOLY 
. VUKTOS S€ KaL nuEpas (—Kat SvaTravTos wit) 
. Tl ool oVoMa +EoTLY 
. €OTLW (LOL ovopa ey. 


. — TOV EaYNKOTA Tov dey. 


. avT@ To Sap. (pro Tw Sai.) 


. Wa atrenOn (pro atredew) 
f18. 


. +orte (ante eXencer ce) 


. —€Y TW TAOLM 


. TLS (pro es) 
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Kat Tn Oaracon Kat evmrev (pro Kat evrrev TH Bartacon) DW 
. fam 1 2°° 604 at 
Observe dipeoOnte tantum W bce ff against cima Kat pywwOnte 
D sah boh vg4™" and cwwra wediuwoco NB rell d f lq etc. W 
holds dizwOnte of D but goes with bc e ff in suppressing one 
of the expressions. 
Neyer W et N soli gr it” vg [non D dae b| 
Observe in the clause tt devAou eoTE OVTMS TS OVK EYETE TLOTLY, 
where NBDLA it copt aeth omit ovtws, and substitute ovr 
for mwas ovx, W retains ovtws eliminating anything further: 
Te OtAOL EOTAL OVTMS ExeTaL TLaTLWV, While e g omit both and have 
only quid timidi estis habete (habetote q) fidem. 
n Oaracca Kat oL avepot W Sod” beffq Pe ena. 
Kat n Oaracou Kat 04 avepnor ; 


NBD it vg 


Dd 
CEPI YCTHNWN \W 
DW Sod 273 2°° 604 Sod'®*? 
bedefiqr arm goth sah (om ex tov pv. syr sin) 
D*W 2°° 604 a bce 
[At this point W drifts away from D.] 
D it! (sed W 
postea Svatravtos add.) 
D (Sod'***) latt [non W | 
D 372 (B latt) non W 
D 17* 27 latt syr sin [non W, sed W 
om antea et KaOnwevov (ut A cS e 6) et qwateopevov (ut 25" go) | 
D latt [non W] ef ad vér. 15 
avtov Tov dai. D [non W | 
[At this point W drifts away from e. | 
D 372 latt et e [non W] 
npEato Tapakanew (pro tapecare:)  D it? [non W de] 
D [non W, om claus e] be d ff 92 (0) 
syr pesh [non copt] 
D Sod fam 1 28 47 2°° 604 Sod’ [non W | 
sed it°™ et e (praeter f 8) 
DNS Sod fam 18 28 2° 604 
Paris®’ Sod) [non W | latt “ad” 
DW 348 ce" dt vg quidam [non b] quis a? 
(is ®) : EPXETAIEIC 
EPXETAITIC 
EPXETAIIC 
ex errore perantiquiss. 


Tpos avtov (pro em autor) 


+ Tisch is not nearly accurate enough as to 2°*, 


I hope Gregory will make this 


right in the next edition. : 
$ Above, at ver. 17, where all and W have npéaro mapaxadew, D 225 372 2° 604 Sods * d 
and @ have mapexadovr. 


e 
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ibid. 
[ibed. 
Wo Be 


ibid. 
(25. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


—ovopmatt laeipos Dade ffr i, sed W Sod?” 2° 604 syr sin 
w ovopa Laetpos pro ovopate laeipos. 
Most curiously D d and e omit wdev avtov; not so W which 
here deserts ¢ exceptionally, but W just before this begins to 
abandon e, and this is emphasised as we proceed. | 
—morra D gs Sodsuattuorinon 050] Be d ffilg[non W aef govg| 
edGe (pro wa ewv) D [non W] it°™ praeter a 6 syr (cf. 157) 
yurn absque tis NABCLAW lat?" (contra Dd af rell gr 
syr arm goth et Sod**!! + us) 


26 init. n Tora Tafovsca D [non Wl] bcdf ff217 quae... 


27. 
28. 


tbid. 
30. 


36, 


ov. 


(Om. n vel eat NS q) 
—Tap’ DW Sod? fam1 11 28 68 220 2”° 604 Sod™'™™*latt 
®@ (ra vrapxovta avTns) 
28 267 (7avta Ta eavTns) 
kat nvato =D Latt 
— oT 28 383 372 2°° b eet it [non DW df I rell gr| 
I mention this because DW are so tinged with coptic that 
they might have added this xe from coptic, while 28 33 2°° 
follow all the other Latins, headed by 0, and e contradicts W 
here. But vv 27/33 are very involved and impossible to solve. 
Tou tmatiov (pro tev watiov) ND 33 it vg boh®™. 
TUS Nato TMV YLaTloVv pou (pro Tis pou mY. Tov ys.) D wt vg 
»’ [non We rell gr] 
axovoas [non mapaxovcas| AD Sod” plur minn omn latt 
omn (praeter e) vg copt syr. 
This against NBLA* and W e only, an “‘ improvement.” 


TapakorovOnoat avTw D* i#*' sequi se (axon. avtw 33 Sod'**) 
auT@ TrapaKorovenoat (W) fam 1 28 124 2”° 604 d ffo g2 gat al. 
TapakoNovOnae sic tantum W 
avT@ cuvakorovOnaat E?' Paris’, et avr axon. AKU al. paue. 
JMET QUTOU GUVAKON. NBCLA e¢ goth (syr) 
JET QUTOU AKON. AUT boh 
. —Kaw (post PopuBov) D unc’ latt [non W Sod] 
. mit. ov de D 604 it (praeter f) 
. autos &¢ NBCDLA Sod’ 33 Paris” Hust 48 it 
(praeter e) vg [o de W e rell gr et Sod™*| 
. Tous oydous eEw Dit (Rell ravtas et W, vel atravtas) 
. Tous meT avtou +ovTas D it vg (Tous eavrou tantum W 124, — per’) 
, ELOETTOPEVETO D 2” wt (pro evorropeveras W rell; 
evco7ropevovtat M 33 273 Paris®*’ Sod'*** 1 vg’) 
. THY YElpa D latt 
. OaBita D (latt) 
. nv Se (pro nv yap) D 179 2°° it vg [non W] 
. —7oAXNa Di eX it”! [non W] 
. ovyt kat (sec loco pro Kat ovk) D(3) it?! 
. TporKarerapevos . D fam 1 2?¢ ct oe! 


Mark 


rbid, 
ibid. 
Viel. 
12. 


13. 
ibid. 


14. 
Lb. 
Lt: 
18. 
19. 
21. 


tbid. 


25. 


ibid. 
. EUKALPWS EVYOV Di 
. Kav avaBavTes ets TO TAOLOY aTnOoY ELS EPNMOV TOTTOV ate 
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atreatetkev avtous (—np~ato) DD 2?° it? 


dous D 2° (att) [e ig missing after this | 
—Tov vroxatw D 33 2°° 604 Sod” it (praeter c) aro tantum 
Paris” 


exnpvocov ~ ddit™ vg et W unc! et SP Sod” minn et Paris”, 
contra exnpvéav SBCL et D* A®* copt et Sod! Vide v. 25, 40. 
anewfavtes D it” 
sanaverunt d b ffi q r contra eBeparevov D™ NBW rell gr 
(N.B.—The tenses are so mixed up in verses 12 and 13 
between the Latins and Greeks that the “‘true”’ text cannot 
be distinguished. efepatrevoev 16 hoc loco, vide rell) 
o Bartiotns DSW Sod” 5 fam 13 28 33 56? 57 58? 65 
70 122 237 604 Hust 54 55 it vg sah (pro o Bartifov) 
—tpodytns wos Dobed ffi (a) 
+a eBarev D [non W | Sod”? fam 13 28 2°° 604ab d ffrir 
— ott D[non W |28 181179 245 262 273 892 al’ Sod? cdf frilvg 
quaerebat abcdiqr et C* e&ra (pro nbekev NBD* 
W rell gr omn f ff2 l vg copt) 
Observe D* cau yevowerns Se (d Et cum dies) sed Sod? 255 
2re 604 a bc ff yevoperns Se 
— Te Dabdfaqvg (But cf some lat and vg 
which begin the verse Ht cum dies opportunus for the Greek 
genitive abs., thus already, as it were, having supplied this ore. 
But 6 has: facta autem opp. die and a: die autem opportuno. 
— evdews DL3 1-209 pt 892 id” boh (the latter has 
peta otrovons following, which Dabciqr omit) 
This whole verse is most curiously treated by the different 
authorities, showing great basic difficulty. W while having 
evOus eta orrovdns plunges into direct oration, omitting yTycaTo 
Aeyouca or evvev altogether (compare also Sod’). Hvan 28 
omits eve mwaxt with 213 c vgs only (but D d omit in 
Matt. xiv. 8!). 


. Kat dia Tous avak. D Sod**" tt (praeter c) vg 
. adda (proKarinit.)  D 2°° 604 it™ (praeter b gq [hiant e k]) 


syr pesh diatess [Soden places adda in his upper notes or 
margin. The persian omits copula. | 
—o Bacirevs DW Sod” fam 1 28 251 2”° aS* 604 syr sin it vg 


(pro kat arm. ets epny. ToT. To Tow Kat.) D it? eta[nonb= 
et abierunt in desert. loc. secreto (—in navi) | et sah (boh NBLA) 


. €7@ autous (pro em avtois) NBDF3 [non 28] 245.253 Sod 44 


at” vg 


. eyylota D 604i¢vgproximas (W et rell gr cu«d@) 
. Kal aTroKp, D it vg - 
. Kat Neyer Di it” vg (om b) 


56. 


. KATEVvaVTL avT@Y (P70 avTots) 
5. +eEeyepOas 
. Tpoayew (rpocayev D* Paris*’) + avtov 


. +7radat 
. ev pen Tn Garacon (pro ev pecw THS Padacons) 
. — pos autous 


. —yap avtov eidov 
. TpOsS avToUS (pro MET AvTwY) 


: SuaTrepacavrTes + exerOev 
. €TEYVMOAa)... 
ng \ 


. pepe (pro Twepipepery) 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


. KaTa THY CuVTOGLaY (pro cupTocia cuuTrocia) Dit" vg (om. asyr 


sin [inaccurate q Sod]) (cvvrrocia semel LW al. pauc et Paris*’) 

D it (praeter c) vg 

Dar 

D Sod” aliq tt vg 
verss et Orig. 

D fam 1 28 251 Sod** a b di gz) 

D 2°° st vg 

(in medio mari [d mare], non maris) (om claus ¢) 


. Kat €XNavvovtas (pro ev Tw edavvetv) D 2°° 604 it?! (Soden. — Kat) 


DW Sod” 2" a bcd ff, ir (contra rell et 
verss al.) 

D Sod® 2°° 604 it vg 

D 33 604 Paris*® (avtots -2°°) 

acdf ff,iqr (lls b) Om. Sod*® 


. Observe how in the following verse, where \vav is omitted by 


DW Sod? 1 28 604 [non 2°°], b has only abundantius for Xuav 
ex Tepiccov. The O.L. have plus magis or magis plus (c), but 
this can. very well equal ex wepiccov (or mepicows as D 2°°, 
meptaaos 604, exrrepicows 1) without Avav. b appears very basic 
here and W agrees, which Ms has not been with D regularly 
for some time. 

D i 

mepiopapovtes de (vel Kar Tepldp.) | pro erruyvovTes 
D 2°° 604 at vg (®) 

DM Sod’ 1 2° c** 604 Sod? 9° 74?! 
D ec as 


.. -Tepledpapor | 


+Tepipepov yap avTous oTrov ay nkovcav 
mAaTevais (pro ayopais) D 2°° 604 latt 


(vil. 2 fin. kateyvooav D, al. eweuryarto, it (praeter b) vituparaverunt. 


vil. 4 


(ibid. 


6. 


ibid, 


bid, 


. +77 pwpa (post tn Tapadoce vor) 
. THY TapaBornv (pro wept THs TapaBorns) NBDLA 33 Paris” it vg 
. €ls THY KapdLav avTov (pro avTou els THY Kapoiay) 


Observe 6 omits with NB etc etc.) 
+orav wow DW c latt 
+avtots (ante kparew)  D [non W] it? vg [non b e}) 

Kat evmev (pro ws yeypartat) Ddi (604 ¢ ff, dicens) et ws evrev 
1 2°° cs evrev Sod” vid cum a b qui dixit (conflate syr sin) 
atreott (pro a7rexet) Li Sod’? 2° ClemBom et Alex Jatt et A (male 
Sod Z) atectn (D™ adeornxev, a corruption of ameotn for 
areott, and a comparatively late one, for even a has est, as 

d opposite D**. For azeyer W has exer.) 
D*W Sod” fam 1 28 2°* (Cronin) it syr sin (pro 
TNPNTNTE) 


oTHONTAL 
D it 


DA 265 latt 
Lavrov es tHv Siavorcay W; —avtov 238 245 al] 
€ls Tov oxETOV (pro els Tov adedpwva) D (it vg communiter in 
secessum) Cf. syr sin. 


Mark 


Tt vii. 20. 


Tt ubid. 


22. 


24. 
25. 


29. 


30. 
bl. 


1. 


14. 


16. 
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As exewa follows in 
quae. .exeunt (pro To. . exmopevopevov) 


it vg et d [non D™] 
exeiva (pro exetvo) Dit vg 


TreoveEva DW 28 latt syrr 

— Kat clO@vos DLWA Sod?’ 28 2°* it”! Orig 5 syr sin 

To Ouvyatpiov (—autys) NDWA Sod” 1 13 28 179 273 2° s**t 
604 al et Sod** Latt non expr. 

>vutaye dia Touvtov (tov on. D) doyov D fam 1 2°° 604 

Sod8® C*) ot! syr pesh 

ets Tov (om. D) otxov (—avtys) DW 1 28 Sod’ b ffring 

nrGev dia ctdwvos (pro Kat ctd@vos nOev) NBDLA Sod?’33 2r° 

604 latt boh et Sod! (vide vu. 17 contra hos). _ (Om TLOwWVOS 

Paris*’) 


is more consistent 
than D. 


. Tapekadrouv (pro tapaxadovow)  W" 33 d et latt (contra D™ 


rell gr) syr (et mapexarecav copt aeth) 


. ev exewats +6¢e DW Sod”? vid 28 604 it” goth syr sah 
. nec haberent latt, but d et non habentibus e?s and DW Sod 


2°° 604 Kae wn eyovTmy avTo@v. 


. emt Tov oxNov +TovTev VD (latt) (of. L Sod'®*4# 93" TauraA ) 
. Kal aTroAvoal avTous vnaTets Els olKov (OM ets oLxov Sod? *! 2 Qpe 


604 b) ov Gedw py (untrote 2”°) exrvOwcw ev Ty 0d | pro Kat eav 
(om eav K 157) avoXvew avtous vnotets (+ ews W) evs olxov avt@v 
exavOnoovtat ev Tn 06m] D 2°° 604 a b ff, iq 7, sed cf. Matt] 
cuventew ovv avtw DD it vg ‘cong. cum eo” (d omits as do 
A 6 but only because of the quaerentes ab illo immediately 
succeeding). Coptic expresses this ovy but not W. 

A very interesting place. Ordinary text: «as ev wn eva aptov 
ovKk evyov peO eauTwy ev Tw TOW. This double Greek negative 
is generally understood to mean that they had in the boat a 
loaf, but only one. Syr sin alone read it: ‘for not one loaf 
was there with them in the boat.’ W understood it quite 
the other way, reading, exceptionally with 28 2°° 604 (fam 1 
13), eva povov exovtes aptov peO eavt. ev To TA. (Cf. Sod? ?"), 
D and the Latins follow suit, omitting ov«, but not having the 
participial eyovres of W. I call attention to the matter at this 
place because the Latins are not only agreed, but some: bc d 


ffxi qr supply quem as if reading APTON ON, which D does 


not, so that this may be basic and the ON have dropped out of 
Greek after aptov. If so these Latins all precede the Greek. 
The other explanation would be that ON crept into the 
Greek, but no codex seems to exhibit it. 

—Xeyovtres NBDW babs 1 28 2° 604 [non Sod? "| at”! sah 


1 This is a very curious ie for all Greeks ee and copt seem agreed as to the 


singular. 


D* it shows that d - 
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Mark 
vill. 17. extw or evos for exete sec. D Sod’ 2”° latt (except f g2 1 vg), 


syr copt [non exete expr poss | 

19. —dnpets fam 13 237 259 h** Paris’ a b ¢ d (contra D®) 

frhikar 

20. mocas ofupidas KNacpatev D (Sod? 2°° 604) lati 

24. ws devdpa mepimatovrtas (— et otvet opm) DC*M? W Sod fam 1 
al2++ latt™ contra SBC*ALM*NXTAIIS® wnc® minn™ goth. 
Yet the minority have the shorter text with all the versions 
but goth. Of course coptic introduces with xe but this comes 
before PXe7rw, and op is absent as in arm aeth and syr as well. 
Does this place really mean that DW Jatt derive from one 
stem, while NB and all the rest from another? Or is it a 
chance place where opw appeared redundant to all Latins 
Copts Armenians Syrians and Aethiopians but only to DWC?M? 
of Greeks? That would be very curious. Examine: the 
cursives. 

. This is followed immediately by a most unusual little place. 
D begins the verse cat wadw and d with b ct f2tk qr aeth syr 
sin: Et iterwm. The other Greeks have evra 7wadw and a has 
deinceps (—iterum), the other few Latins and vg = deinde iterwm. 
In a bilingual like our Latin b the place would appear thus: 


EITANAAINEN ETITERVM IM 
EGHKENTACXEIP4¢ POSVITMANVS 
EM|ITOYCO@GAAMOYC SVPEROCVLOS 


bo 
or 


From this it would thus appear that €1TA and €T might be confounded. 
Thus we are getting closer to the cardinal point. Did Greek get eta 
from confusion of eye as to the Latin eT before ITERVM or did Latin get 
€T from confusion of eye as to Greek era? At first sight it looks more 
like a Greek overflow on to the Latin, but our previous training in the 
history of these matters urges us to walk warily. And first notice that 
D obtains his «az (alone of Greeks) from his Latin d. Which is earlier, 
Latin or Greek? ‘True, coptic goes with the Greek, bohairic reading 
ITA ON, and sahidic MAAN ot but in sah observe car and evta are 
omitted as in syr pesh 02. But how does syr sin stand? Syr sin adds 
the cat thus -=aha = et iterum, but ~>ad in syriac also stands for Deinceps 
as well as Iterwm. 

Secondly, observe that our training as to the witness a proves to be 
sound. ais quite independent of the other Latins. In this case, instead 
of Deinde iterwm of vg f 1, a writes Deinceps alone, agreeing practically 
with syr pesh arm and sah. 

The explanation of a syriac base where Deinceps and Iterwm may be 
considered interchangeable I think is perhaps beside the mark here, for in 
St. Mark our choice of base seems to lie between the Latin and the 
Greek. But as to the age of the readings syr sin comes in as a witness 
to show that the «av initio was present when he copied his ms. The 


+ All these have et zterwm except c exceptionally et rursus. 
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diatess arab also has the xav: ‘‘ And he placed his hand agai on his 
eyes,” placing iterwm later as in aeth. 

I must leave my readers to judge this place in the light of all the other 
collateral evidence in other passages, observing only that while b d.k remain 
together here, which is always significant, (+c ff, 7 g 7), W* goes with the 
other Greeks for evra, but W after chapter v. presents quite a mixed text. 

Observe at the end of the same verse that Dit: wate avaBreWrar are 
a unit against all the rest. 


Mark 


vill. 25. 


26. 
27. 


354. 


. Barree (vel eBanrev) post vdata ~=—CDs at? ug 
. Habent mustevoat Gr pl et it” vg 


wate avaBrerat Ditvg (Rell aliter sed variant plurimum 
inter se) 
Cf Latin treatment here (except c k) and the rest. 
>evat ot avOpwroc D a f lq vg Tert Ambr. (¢ me esse 
dicunt hom.) 
—avtois DAXW it”. I place this here although Orig and 
Orig™ (with f 1 q vg) oppose, because A supports D, and W 
now comes in to support X, a thoroughly graeco-latin tribe 
DAXW. Mr. Sanders does not group it in his list of select 
readings of W (see his p. 74), but it has some importance. 
(Sod ™S exrev o Ka.) « 


.os8 av D (proog yap av) bcd ff,ik qr (oc av Sod**) 
. avayet DW! 2”, ducit d ff. k**? 11 q et 6 super A®* avadeper, 


duxit abe fg vg, du...r [avadepes NB rell et WEY 
rell gr ; insefuit k] 


. nev (pro eyeveto sec.) Dal. ogomn vg (praeter 8) 
. OTAV EK VEKPwYV avaoTn (pro TO EK vexp. avactTnvat) DW fam 1 


(fam 18) itlrug 


. > Tpotov eOew D it”! aeth 
. (pr. loco) mpos avtous (pro mept avtovs) D it” ad eos (k aput 


eos, g cum illis) (syr). [Soli fl g vg cirea eos]. 


. avutous (pro Tous ypap.) NBDLWA I. 28 2P¢ 72™ (exc. a) 


syr sin. 


. ev uuty (pro Tpos avtous) Dit. (Variant reil.) 


init. Kav (pro o 6e) DW Sod?” min alig it® boh aeth 
— pos avTov D it" ug 


. puerum (pro avtov quart.) at? et Sod®” fam 18 [non 124] 28 2” 


(et sah pwsaxe = Tov avOpwrov) [non Dd flvg; om W] 


. Kat sec. DIW Sod min alig it” et copt syr 


[contra morem graec. Kat els TUp...Kat es vdata| 


. autov post Troddakts AC7DNXIIT unc? et W228 -at vg 


[contra NBC*LAY a] 


. >T aTiotia pou D late" 
. Kal oTe evdey D lati 
. +a avtov -D(A) h** [non 2° Cron. male vid Sod] 


sod!" it vg syr™ 


37. 
39. 


Al. 

43. 
ibid. 
[49. 


it; 
24. 
27. 
31. 


ibid. 


ibid. 
32. 


. SUVEPYETAL TAAL O OXAOS 
. —Up 

. eTer. . Kal 

. Om apas tov otavpov 
. €OTUYVacEV. . Kal 

. TOUT@ TH NOYO 


. nyyegev (pro nyyfovow) 
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. Kapapvaoyn NBDAWY it vg copt syr (Kkameppapvaovp Sod’) 
. reyes fam, ait it” vg et dcontra D™,6 contra A* [Sod negl. lat] 
. €Y TW OV. (YO ETL) 
. alt (pro evrrev) 


DW 69 73 247 Sod®*™ Hust 44 latt in nomine 
it” etd contra D® et 6 contra A®* [non f tk] 
F*W fam 1 Sod'®* 28 2°° it! et d [contra D™] 


. —Tayv 
syr sin arm 

. TEpPlEKELTO (Pro TrEepLKELTat) DW cf. latt 

. >ets thy Oar. e8rOn D latt 

. fav@viov D it 

. Tepav tantum « DGA et W Sod” min® it vg 


(variant inter se al.) 

D Sod (213 2°) it". Cf. W 28 al. 
DW jam 18 28 349 al* be dg. k r arm 

D(W) it™™* syr 

NBCDAY Sod? 18 Ore a2?! og 

D 1e@™"* syr 

D Sod?” fam 13 2°° at" syr 
Cf ord. Dab d ffo 


. —n yuvaixa NBDAW Sod?” it Clem Orig*s | Habet V cum rell] 
30 init. qui (pro ear) 


Latt (praeter k et non) et D® 
os av, os ov Sod”? 28 [non W | 2° 604 goth aeth. 
BDAWW4 Sod? 1 2?¢ Sod'*3 ¢7?! 
DW Sod vid 1 28 2°¢ 604 al> Sod™"4 
et [txt] it” boh pers 
ot (+Xor7r0t) Sexa D Sod a bcd ff, tg boh™ syr™* 
—ée DW Sod’? 2% Sod'**" it”! syr sin diatess sah 
(pr loco) ectw (pro ectart) NBC*DLAWY Sod” it”! vg copt 
ou 6€ Neyoucw Tw TUPrw (pro Kat Pavovew Tov TudpAov NeyovTes 
autos) D (2) abd fri q| 
D it (praeter a) (nyyioev 13 Sod'*) 
—eis BnOpayn D 604 it” Orig 1/2 sed contra 1/2" 


—oaovu Séc. 
— AUTW 


. els auTny D i¢™™ sah™® aeth 
. —avTos D Sod®™ ot! 
. €OTP@VYUOV DW Sod” fam 1 [non 118] al. abe @ ffrik 


13. (Cf D latt) 

Anerrec Oe D Sod® 1 2°° 604 Sod**" latt Cypr 

EpYETat DX 2° Sod?" ot?! 

+7 erTropev (ante cay eitmpev) D® Sod fam 13 28 [non W 
= ore cay evroper| 2°° 604 a b cd fz i (k) r et Sod [tat] 

+ nw (post eper [eyes D™ b1}) DM W Sod? 113 2°° 604 Sod'*** 

it?" syr 
AC*LMSXA al. et WY it” et d [contra D™] 
D (doBovpev D*) NWX(¥ ?) Sod? al. it? vg 


=— 5 


poBoupeba 


} Tisch and Horner neglect to mention 2°. As W joins 28 for this Latin omission 
+ syr sin it shows that it is very old. - 
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ibid. ndetcav (pro eyov) DW Sod’ 2¢ (ovdace 604) it arm 
xii. 2. dwcovew (pro raBn) Dit 
7. —exewot Da 
14, +erre ovy nye ex CDMNW293 al. it?! 
(ibid. —Smpev n pwn Swpev Dae") 
18. venerunt b it” [sed d k veniunt cum D* rel gr | 
19. exn (pro Katadirn) DW 28 (604) it? syr sin (cf. Luc xx. 27) 
20. ameBavev kat (pro amofvncxcov) DW 1 28 (2°) 604 al. it ug 
syr copt 
28. —mavtey vel tacwv DW Sod”? 2”° al. pauc. it” syr sin 
36. vio Troécov NS plur Sod et latt (contra BD*T*WY 28 
Sod'**" urroxatw) 
37, >ndews avtou nk. Dbd ff,ilr vg 
40. ot xatecOvovew (pro ot Katechiovtes) D fam 1itvg (of syr copt) 
ibid. +xat oppavev DW fam13 28 2a bed ffagaiqr syr 
hier [none k| Male Sod de latt. 
ibid. —xKat (ante tpopace) DV itt (praeter e) vg 
42. edOovea Se D Sod 2°° 604 it vg boh” sah Orig 
ibid. —7TwxXn sod ee Dee 7e" 
743. —tev Badrovtov W fam 113 [non fam] 28 248 Sod??? 4 
it” [non a d k] syr sin 
xi. 1 fin. +7ov tepov D it?) 
(2. avtows (proavtw) D Sod'** it’ sah" et Bremete D it”. 


2 fin. 
, —ecovtat sec. DW Sod 213 2”* 604 Sod'*? 1416 14483 ft yg syr sin 


3l. 


35. 


Cf Matt) 
+xat dia TpLwyv NnuEpwv addos avactynceTat avev yetpwv D et W 
[non 2°] tt omn et e k Cypr (praeter 1 q vg) 


Pruners ovat ove eyevovto Toravtat LD)(B) 115 2°°299 Sod? 231178 
latt. 


. —7s (vel nv) exticev o Oeos D Sod? 27 265 2°* So 1098 1443 jgpl 
. Tov ingov pro avtou prim. [lect. negl. Sod| =D it” 

. aunv (—6e) ACFHMUWX Sod™ al. it (praeter a) 
. Aeyer (pro ectrev) DY Sod”? 2°° 604 Paris*” latt 

. Aevyer (pro edn) DY Sod? it vg 


(avroxp. Neyes W 1 13 2”° 604 Sod’) 

edXareL NBDLY 7” 892 Paris’? zt” loquebatur (Rell 
edeye) 

m™poerOav NB al. Sod” et it et d contra D® plur rpocedOav 


36 fin. +Oere1s D Sod? 2° ct?! vgi® 


47. 
50. 
. 63. 


Kal €ls Wobcd fi k qr syr sin (D®™ cas Tis) 

>rravtes epuyov DW Sod” plur latt sah [contra boh NBCLAW ] 

—avTw NDLAW Sod”? fam 13 [non 124] 2°° 604 Sod!" 
it vg Cf pers 


T Tisch omits to record 28. We Bee that W supports 28 here Sey D. Only ak 
f Latins follow D. 


O 
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Mark 


xiv. 54. xa@npevos (pro cvvKaé.) D it (praeter k) vg 
68. Habent cat arextwp ebovnoev D gr plur et latt omn (praeter c 
72. kat npEato KNaLEWY D Sod™® 2” tt vg et 6 [contra A® 


Kat evi NaBwv exratey | 
xv. 1. amnyayov (pro arnveyxay) CDGNW al. et latt (quos vide) 


11. erecay (pro avecacay) D 2° {t°™" (praeter 1) sed hian 
be figq (eromncav Sod) 

12. —ov XeyeTe DAW Sod?” alig 2° 604 et Sod!" lat 

19. etumrov avtov Kan. ets Thy Kep. D 2”° latt sah 

23. Kat ovk ehaBev D fam 1 latt™ 

29. ot mapayovtes (pro ot Tapatropevopevor) LD latt (apoayovtes 2” 

38. evs dvo pwepn Dare 

40. Habent nv Gr plur et it’™ [contra NBL minn™® et vg 1/ 

W-H Sod} 


44. & (pro mada in secloco) BDW c* Sod 4” latt jam.. .jar 
46 init. o de wond (pro Kat) D> Sod” paue gr. latt’™ 


xvl. 1. —edOovcar D it” (sed W escer @oveat) 
3. >TlS NUW aToKuA. Dears 
4. atroxexudLo evov D Sod’ 2°° ¢¢ (revolutum e¢ n amotur 


Notr.—Soden is very obscure in Mark as to W and °°. He merel 
uses a small fas arule to indicate tbese “followers” of D. When th 
above list was compiled I was not in possession of the new edition ¢ 
Sod, J have since received it and done what I could to add this witnes 
properly, and remedy my previous unsatisfactory study of von Soden. 


P.S.—As to the historic presents in St. Mark referred to on pp. 10 
seq. of this essay, refer to Sir John Hawkins’ Horae Syn. p. 213/214, an 
observe what he says of the exceptional use of the historic preser 
151 times by the special translator of 1 Kings in the Septuagint. O 
p. 214 he sums up thus: 

‘In proportion to the comparative length of their works, no one « 
the many translators or writers of the LXX equals Mark in the frequenc 
of this usage, though the translator of 1 Kingdoms is not very far distat 
from him. On the whole then it remains a notable characteristic « 
Mark, though not so exclusively as was claimed in the first edition « 
this book.” 

On p. 144 seq. may be seen Sir John’s lists of historic presents : 
Mark where Aeyer (ait) occurs very frequently. Have we sufficient 
considered the frequent use of epyeras in Mark for »AOev of the synoptist 
perhaps growing out of the work of a translator from the indetermina: 
Latin venit? 


CHAPTER VII. 


CONCERNING THE GREEK OF D AND THE TESTIMONY OF THE 
FATHERS IN St. MARK. 


** But if this be true for a single one of the errors examined, we are obliged to admit 
that a Latin translation of the Gospels already existed in Tatian’s time, and, that. being 
so, we conclude further that the text which Tatian employed was either an early Latin 
text or the Greek of an early bilingual text. The two hypotheses are not so very far 
apart; and either can be supported from the phenomena exhibited by the variants of 
Tatian’s text; upon the whole, I incline to think that a Latin text was employed.”— 
Rendel Harris, ‘ Codex Bezae,’ p. 176/7. 

** But scholars are only vet on the threshold of these enquiries, and immediate ~ 
results are not to be anticipated. Over-hasty hypotheses and premature generalizations 
will not help in the end: it is to the accumulation of new material, like our Latin 
Clement, and to the patient questioning and cross-questioning of the whole body of 
witnesses, singly and together, that we must look for real advance.’ (C. H. Turner: 
St. Clement’s Epistle [in ve the Latin version] and the Early Roman Church, p. 249 in 
‘Studies in Early Church History’: Oxford, 1912.) 


(1) As to the Greek of D. 


Another thing which we may observe in the Greek of D (which is 
certainly later than the Latin of d) is that among the harmonies which we 
notice in D with the Greek of Matthew or Luke the points are frequently 
confined to their words, and the process is not so much of tbe nature of 
borrowing phrases as of consulting the synoptic Greek for assistance 
when translating the Latin of Mark into Greek. Thus observe in the 
following instances words substituted, not phrases, as at: 


Mark 
vii. 19. evcepyeras et eEepyetas (pro evoropevetat et extrop.) D* sol (cf 


Matt) 
x. 46. eraitwy (pro tpocattwy vel mpocaitns) DF 2 Sod’? Orig 
(cf Luc) 
xii. 34. avrodnuewv (pro atroénuos) DX Sod® pauc (ut Matt xxv 14) 
- xiv. 44. edoxey D®* sol = Matt xxvi. 48, while d and latt®" = dederat 
in Mark as dedmxe the other Greeks, but ac k retranslating 
the Greek of D = dedit [Sod dedwxer]. 
ibid. cnwevov D*"3 Sod” pauc (pro cveonpov) (wt Matt) 
64. Soxer (pro dawetat) D®* Sod, and N= [hiat ®] 28 [but 
not W] 2°° [but not 604] Sod" = Matt xxvi. 66 
xv. 10. ndeu (pro eywvwoxer) DEWeocde ot - 13 2 Soa = 
Matt xxvii. 18 
Observe in this same verse the reference of D is direct, for 
he takes Matthew’s rapedwxay, against his d = tradidissent 
0 2 
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Mark 
(rapadedwxeccay Gr. plur) which said tapedwxav a rerenders 
tradiderunt. 
xv. 11. eveicay (pro aveceicay) D (Sod) 2° wt Mati. xxvu. 20 - 


17. emutiOcacw (pro mepitiOeacw)  D et latt (praeter k superpo- 
nunt) cf Matt Jo eve@nxar. 
36. wAnoas (pro yeusoas) D Sod? 2”°604 Sod’? cf Mattxxvii. 47 
+47. eGcacayto (pro eBewpovv) D Sod°*? 2% cf Lue xxiii. 55 


(2) As to independence of D. 


The above are interesting samples, because D has other perfect 
independence in translation as at: 
11. 21. emecvvpartes D*™ sol (emucuvarrzee W) pro eriparrrec (adsuit) 
iv. 15. adepes D*" sol (aprafec NCA ut Matt) pro atpe [et 
Luc| (aufert vel tollit) 
(N.B.—Here it is NCA which borrow from Matthew). 
21. amtera (pro epyetat vel KateTat) D* sol 
v.19. d:ayyettov DW 1 138 28 604 (pro azr- vel av-aryyetnov rell) 
26. emt To yxeipov (pro es TO xELpor) D* Sod*® 2°° 604 
vi. 36. eyytota (pro xuxdr@ rell omn gr) D* sol cum 604 (wt proxi- 
mas latt™”) 


vu. 4. typew (pro Kpatew) D* sol 
ix. 20. erapakev (pro eomapakev vel cuverrrapatev) D™ sol 
x. 14. wadapia (pro traré&a) D* sol (d pueros) 
xi. 32. adyOws (pro ovtes) D* sol | Male Sod de 8] (Latt vere) 
xii. 14. emixeharavov (pro xnvoov) D® Sod 124 2°¢ k (et Soden) 
24, yewwoxortes (pro edorTes) D* Orig 
41. xaOefopevos (pro xabicas) LL? s0la 
xl. 7. GopuBecOe (pro OposiaGe) D* pauc. [but Opoecbe also 
Matt xxiv. 6] 
xiv. 61. ecevya (pro ectw7ra) D*® sol 
xv. 16. kadovew (pro cuveadovev) D* sol [contra d convocaverunt | 
22. ayovow (pro depovaw) D* 13 2°° (latt perdux. addux. 


et c duxerunt) Jn Matt ed@ovtes (Aliter Luc Jo) 
29. ot tapayovtes (pro ot taparopevopevot) D (2° arpoayovtes 
nec mutat Cronin, sed wap ??) 
34. ebwvycev (pro eSoncev vel aveB.) D sol 
45. mapa (pro arro) DW Sod 1 124 2°° Sod!" 


(3) Concerning W and e; concerning the Fathers. 


Suppose that we did not own e. Then the first five chapters in 
St. Mark as represented by W would be absolutely unintelligible to us. 
We would simply think we had got hold of a new Greek recension of 


t Tisch does not mention 2° (notaverunt c d ff, q). Cf also Mark xvi. 11 ¢Oeaén. 
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Egypt which had somehow influenced } and c in Europe. Instead of 
this, by the help of e we see another state of things altogether, and find 
that b c e were the influences on W. St. Mark’s Gospel is the dark and 
difficult spot in textual criticism. The early quotations from it are 
exceedingly few, and instead of St. Mark standing out as the paramount 
and fundamental text used by the ancients before Origen, we find St. 
Matthew and St. Luke occupy this position in the sub-apostolic 
quotations. Did St. Mark’s Gospel then remain only the European 
standard for one hundred years? Was it in Latin until it reached 
Alexandria via Carthage, or did it reach Alexandria directly in Latin or 
Graeco-Latin? These are the questions which may well exercise us. 
The early Greek quotations are very meagre. I subjoin a few for 
comparison.t The long one from Const *!, combining Luke xii. 35 


t Mark i. 15, peravoevre eyyixe yap  Baciiera Tov ovpavov.—Const” 


ii. 20. Neyer yap ov o Kupios epi eavtov hacky orav amapOn am avtwy o 


(Luke y. 35). vupios vyorevoovow ev exewais Tas npepacs.—Const™ 38 


A.D. 278 Quid enim ait sermo divinus? Quis enim potest introire in domum 
Mark iii, 27. fortis et diripere vasa ejus nisi illo sit fortior ? 
—‘§. Archel Caschar in Mesop. Epise.’ Galland**” 
A.D. 254 Denique cum conversarentur in Galilaea, dixit eis Jesus Incipit filius 
Mark ix. 30. hominis tradi in manus hominum et interficient eum et post triduum 
resurget.—‘ Anon. Lib. de Rebapt.’ Galland? 


. wavta Ta TpooTeTaypeva vw vTO Tov Kuptov udagate ypynyopeite omep 
. ts Cans vpov. Eorecav av oodves vpwy teprefoopevar Kar ov Avxvoe 


Or 


aeeLl. 
Luke xii. 


© oD 
Cr 


KALOMEVOL KAL UMELS OfLOLOL av@parous m poo Oexopmevots TOY KUPLOV EAUTWY TOTE 


n&ee coTEpus 1 TP@L ahextopopavias 7) ple~ovvuKTlov’ nN yap wpa ov 


Tmpoodokwaw ehevoeTat 0 KUpLos Kat eav avT@ avoiEwat pakaptot ou Sovdot 


EKELYOL OTL evpeOnoay YPNyoOpovvTes OTL Trepil@oerat kal avak\.wvet auTous 


kat TapehOwv Stakovnoer avrors * ynete ovy Kar mpooevxecbe- pn UTVeCat 


ets Oavarov. ..—Const't.*1 
Although a merger of Mark and Luke, the double underlined 
words = distinctly Mark. 
~ (Matt. xxviii. 1 
= — Johm xx. 1 
Luke xxiv. 1 
Mark xvi. 2) 
Matt. xxviii. 1/6 ro vro rov MarOaov dexber ovtas exer... .cuoiws o loavyns...o Se Aoveas 
Jo. xx. 1 dno....TovTw Katakodovber Kar o Mapxos Aeyor * nyopacay apepdra wa 
~ Luke xxiii. 56 = Adovoa arevpoow avrov kat dav Tpo. ths pras caBBarev epxovrar emt 
Mark xvi. 1, 2,6. ro punjevoy avateihuyTos Tov nAvov * iay pev yap Mpwe Kat ovTOS eumev omep 


tavtoy ett Tw Badeos opOpov Kat emnyayev avareihavtos Tov nALOV..- 


..-kKat oe oaBB8atwov ws o MarOavos eve * kat mpawlas ett oKoTLAS ovens 
ws 0 Iwavns ypader’ kat opOpov Babeos ws o Aovxas* kar diay Tpat 


avareiavros Tov nAtos Kat oO Mapkos.— Dionex frag. Gall 3.502 


nyepOn ovk eatw wd-.—Dion iwbid. 


xii. 24, dia rouro mrAavacde un evSotes Ta ann Tov ypapoy Tov ewveKey ayvoetre 
thy Suvayiy rou Oeov (Mark xii. 24). Pergens ec de ra adnOn tov ypapev 


ayvoew avtouvs umeBarev Snov ws ovtav Yevdorv* adda Ka ev To pyvat 
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and Mark xiii. 35, is interesting as introducing eowepas for owe in Mark. 
The Latins e and k both have vespera (for sero of the rest). Did this 
Latin influence Const, or did the Greek of Const (appearing nowhere else) 
influence e and k? Even W has owe, so has D, and d=sero. So that 
ek Const stand apart here from both the DW tradition and the NB redl 


recension. 


Again Dion" gives us the usual text of Mark: 


Mark 


xvl. 1. nyopacav apwpata wa erPoveat arenpwow avrov, but Ded ff 
kn (hiat a) q (hiat 6b) omit eA@ovca:,—(W has evoed Povo) ,— 
so that the two recensions Alexandrine and European remain 
quite different to the last. 


Clem™*, 


A matter of considerable moment occurs at Mark x. 22 which may 
help us. Of course Clement is a free quoter, but here the quotation is 
quite certainly from St. Mark (tavta pev ev to kata Mapxov evayyerio 
yeyparrat) for Clem begins o de atvyvacas et Tw Koyw amrnOe AvTIOU[LEVOS. 


Mark xii, 29. 
Jo. iii. 5 
Mark xvi. 16 


xvi. 17/18. 


Mark viii. 31 or 
Luke xii. 22 


Mark xiii. 22 


yweobe tpareCirat Ookinor, ws Sokiwy Kav Ki8dnov oy@y ovTwy Kat TO. 


eure * Ouate ov voete TO evAoyov Tav ypahov...—Clem Homi 


ws at ypapa eyour epy axove IrpayA kupios 0 Oeos vawy Kvptos eis 
est (Mark xii. 29)—Clem Homi. This occurs on the next page to. 
the foregoing, and probably both are from Mark. 


Reyer yap o Kuptos eav py tis Bartic6n €& vdatos kat mvevpatos ov pH 


eed On evs THY Bacretav Tov ovpavey Kat Taw o TieTevoas Kat Banta bes 


o@Onoera o de amiatnaas Kataxpienoerat.—Consti % 


tov Qeov kat gwtnpos npoy lv Xpv...kaOws avros rou dyow...pyow 
Taow apa...onuea Se Tots miTevoaciv Tavta mapakoAovbnoer * ev TO 


ovopate pov Satpova exBadovor* yAwooats Kawais Aadnoovaw * opers apovot 


kav @avacmov te miwow ov pn avtovs Bdawer* ext appwortovs xetpas 


exOnrovor Kat Kadws eLovor.—Hipp’ de charism. et Const #2 


...€Boa yap mpo tov otavpwOnva* dec tov viov Tov avov moAXa Tabew 


kat avodokipacOnva v0 Tv ypaupatewy Kat haptoawy Kat oravpwbnvat 


Kal TH TplTN NuEpa avacryvat.—dustineyvh 6 


De novo kat ev rows oyots avtov en ore mepe Tov macyxew avToy 


peddew SteAeyero ore Set Tov viov Tov avov Toda Tabew Kat amodokipac- 


Onvat vo tov apircawy Kat ypauparewy Kar cravpwOnva Kar ™ TpLTn 


neepa avagrnvar.—dJustin™srh 10 (CF Tren) 


In both Mark and Luke aroxrav@nva is used for cravpoénva of 
Justin. 


eve yap...(follows Matt. vii. 15, 1 Cor. xi. 18, Matt. vii. 15)...«ae 


Matt. xxiv. 11 avagrncovra morro Wevdoxpioroe Kat Wevdoaroarodot Kat Todos TOY 


TioTwY wAavnoovoW... 


Neither in Mark nor Matt. is pevSoaroorodo used. 
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Already we have had indications in Clem of alost Greek base or of a Latin 
original in v. 34 amedGe evs epnuny for vTaye (mopevov some) ets eLpyvny. 
Now we come toa much more important point. St. Mark is careful to 
distinguish between xtyuata troAXa (that which the young man possessed) 
in x. 22, and oi ta ypyuata éxovtes (generally speaking of others) in x. 23. 
The Greeks are agreed here, except D vod\a ypyyata and 116 ypnyata 
moNXXa in ver. 22, but I shall give reasons for thinking that D d do not 
preserve here the original text, but rather that b k have it. Further 
observe that 2” and 604 do not coincide with D here as they so often do, 
and D is left alone with one cursive 116 about which we hear nothing 
much elsewhere, so that the change from x«tnuata to ypnuata was 
probably arbitrary. Now in verse 22 for xtnwata todda 0 says multas 
pecumas ET AGROS and k has multae divitias BT AGROS and Clement = 
xXpnuwata To\Aa Kat aypous. This, as Barnard points out, is without other 
Greek support. The point to notice first is that Clement has ypynyata for 
KTnwata, but he adds xa aypous coinciding with b k of the Latins. 

‘(ff [Buchanan] has a kind of conflation of «rnwara and ypnuata 
writing multas possetsionis et pecunias.) 

This passage would not mean so much to us if we had not previously 
had the illuminating exhibition of the first quire of Mark in the ms W, 
which provides us with a completely graecised text of the Latin conjunc- 
tion 6b e in Marki-v. From vi. 9-xii. 37 ¢ is missing, but.is replaced by 
k from vii. 8 onwards, so that the combination 0 & takes the place of 
that of b e in the earlier chapters. Now these combinations 6 e and b k 
point to the old European-African common base of the original Latin in 
St. Mark. And I have stated elsewhere that b is probably an older form 
of the d@ text. We know how largely in other Gospels Clement is 
indebted to the D or “‘ western” text whether alone or in combination, 
so that here when he agrees with 0 it is no accident, and when # confirms 
b, it links up Italy, Carthage and Alexandria. 

We are now at last squarely up against this proposition. Did 6 and 
k get this reading from translating ctnuwata moAda so as to give the sense 
as opposed to ypnyata, or did Clement derive his Greek ypnuwata coda 
Kat aypous from the Latin of b k? Or are both due to a more ancient 
foundation, Greek, or graeco-latin going behind Clement? To ascertain 
this, or to try to ascertain it, we must enquire what the other Greeks and 
Latins do. 

NBW then and all Greeks (but D) are agreed as to xtnwata trodXa 
which can be a Greek rendering of multas pecunias et agros, just as well 
as the latter can be a proper translation of xtnwata 7od\da, But the fact 
that Clement says ypymata rode Kav aypous lends force to. something 
earlier than the Greek of NBW etc. T 


+ This does not prevent Clem when quoting freely in verse 29 from employing ka: 
xpnpata tO cover 7 aypous. 3 
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As to the other Latins, f q by divitias multas may be translating 
KTNM“aATA TOA OL Xpnwata TodAa, but probably the former. 

c 8 al. and vg “ possessiones multas’’ or “‘ multas possessiones ”’ clearly 
point to crnwata Toda. a = magnam pecuniam, and is rather beside the 
mark. Horner’s note in sah is inadequate, and Tischendorf, as Barnard 
points out, does not properly represent Clement at all. [Soden also 
neglects Clem. | 

But it may be regarded as certain that «rnuata toda is the settled 
Greek text from 350 A.D. onwards. Why then should we pay so much 
attention to Clement b and k? For the reason that W in the earlier 
chapters of St. Mark shows us an entirely different Greek recension from 
any other, apparently based upon b e [Clementine quotations here are 
absent| and so, when we meet later the conjunction b k supported by 
Clement’s Greek—and that after W has drifted away to a more conven- 
tional Greek text after chapter v.i—we are forced to consider it much 
more particularly than we should otherwise have done. 

To return to D. Here we find vroAda ypnuata without Ka tovs aypous. 
The order doubtless due to that of d : ‘‘ multas pecunias.’’ Now observe 
that the wording of 0 is the same: ‘‘ multas pecunias”’ (differing from the 
wording of all others [7%sch is wrong as to ff2|). He (b) merely adds 
“et agros.’ Is this a conflation? No. There is nothing to conflate. 
Is it a gratuitous addition? No. For the sense calls for it. It seems 
therefore as if d were the culprit who suppressed ‘‘ et agros”’ thinking it 
an unnecessary amplification. If he did not do this, how then did all 
the rest get xtnuwata instead of ypywata? And how is it that Clem while 
having xpyuata of D b d yet supplies nau aypous with b k ? 

We are forced to the conclusion that Clem b k with the longest 
text here represent an original form, lost to NBW for the same reason that 
Mark v.—xvi. in this early text-form is lost to W, who uses one text 
(= bce) in his first quire, and quite another thereafter. This later text. 
shows traces of bilingual influence, but is of another character and cast 
to that used for the early chapters. Something happened then, of which 
we are unaware, and we can only surmise the reasons for this state of 
things from internal and circumstantial evidence. 

One thing stands out paramount. Clement must have been in 
possession of a Marcan text in chapter x. closely allied to that shown by 
W De in the earlier chapters, and so when Mr. Sanders says ‘‘ Someone — 
had to send to North Africa for the beginning of Mark” (in order to 
explain the situation as to his W in ch. i—yv.) I think this illustration tends 
to show a different state of things. It shows that this Latin text of b+e, 
b+k, was in existence already in Greek Egypt in Clement's day, and 
whether in Latin form or as a Graeco-latin, it perished in Greek Egypt 
(owing to the persecutions or otherwise), so that only a fragment remained 
accessible to W, and nothing of it in Greek remained when NB took up 
their task of copying. 
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As to these Egyptian traditions note that 28 sometimes opposes W, 
and goes behind W. For example, at Mark x. 21 we are to read with 
Clem and 28 Sod'**!5" only: o de umaous euBreYras (—avt) of the self- 
righteous young man rendered famous in Matt xix., Mark x., Luke xviii. 

Mr. Barnard has supplied us with a most interesting apparatus on 
what follows in Clem as to Mark x. 23 seq. It is all so frightfully involved 
that it would be too long to discuss at length here. 

His rapa Oew duvarov in x. 27 is closely paralleled by d and k plus ff, a, 
while D in Greek with zapa Se tw Oew duvarov is close, but 157 closest 
with zrapa Se Gem Svvatov without the article. The Se seems to belong to 
the basic text, although Clem omits, but the absence of the article before 
Gew makes for a thoroughly Latin text in Clem. 

In x. 30 the very difficult Clementine evs rou (for ev tw arwvi) which 
worries Barnard, for it is repeated later (Q.D.S. § 4, § 25) many pages apart, 
seems to represent eo@ omov and must be some kind of a colloquial 
equivalent of in aewo of the Latin b d, which short Greek form would fit 
the lines of a Graeco-Latin bilingual in Clement’s hands to correspond 
with the six letters in ‘‘ INA€UO.”’ 

Another small matter attracts close attention. 

x. 25. For the Greek evromwrepov, Clem uses evkodws, paov, and Gator. 

Mr. Barnard says : 

“‘evxodws (in 938) must be a mistake, perhaps for evxo7wrtepov, the 
true reading in all three Gospels. paov (in 936) appears to be unsupported, 
but is an easy sense variant (cp. Latin facilius). With @arrov (950, 440) 
compare tayewv in D.” As to D, there is a ‘‘ window” in the parchment 
here which only leaves r evov, but we may assume ay. This then makes 
Jour Greek variants as between D and Clem for facilius (which word is 
constant in Mark, Matt. and Luke among the Latins for evxorwrepor), 
namely tayeov, evxodws, Gator, and paov. 

Now it requires a stupendous feat of imagination to suppose that, 
when quoting Mark’s Greek, Clement should indulge in three alternative 
Greek renderings for facilius, and yet neglect both the common text of 
the other Gospels evcorwtepov and also that of D’s Greek tayevov, if he were 
not himself more familiar with Mark in a language other than Greek. 

It seems quite clear from this passage that D was translating d into 
Greek. Many other places confirm this (vide supra). Was not Clement 
doing the same ? 

There are other things against this, however. For while d has 
in this very verse transire, D has dvedevoetas opposite, which Clem 
(dvexducetar Q.D.S. §2) supports as to construction with ewedevcerat, 
Q.D.S. §4 and §26, but dsedeveec Oar (Strom).t 


+ But consider x. 30 “vuy de ev rw Kaipo rota” Clem with d‘ nwne in hoc tempore” 
in Mark’s pleonastic manner while D** omits yuv, having only “ev ro Kaipw Toure.” 

Of course Clem shows some of the same traces in the other Gospels and from 
Luke vi, 29, where NDW 604 892 alone among Greeks with Clem is Origtet dis use evs 
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Further Clem reads tpnwatos once (with & in Mark, SB Matt, NBD 
Luke) against tpvyaridos of D in Mark. 

I cannot clear away the labyrinth of complications—it is never 
possible to do so in a passage common to three Evangelists like this j—but 
I think consideration will show here that the Greek text of Mark was not 
fixed in Clement’s day in Alexandria, and the natural inference is, in 
the light of all else and of W’s first quire of Mark (= e), that a Latin of 
St. Mark’s Gospel existed in Alexandria in the second century. 

Consider now St. Jerome’s very deliberate statement (obtained from 
tradition or written documents and no doubt from Papias partly or from 
his source) in his ‘ Catalogus Scriptorum Ecclesiastorum ’ 

“Marcus discipulus et interpres Petri juxta quod Petrum referentem 
audierat rogatus Romae a fratribus breve scripsit Evangelium. Quod 
quum Petrus audisset probavit et Ecclesiis (al. Ecclesiae) legendum sua 
auctoritate edidit (al. dedit)...Asswmto itaque Evangelio quod ipse 
confecerat perrexit Aegyptum, et primus Alexandriae Christum annuncians 
constituit ecclesiam...Mortuus est autem octavo Neronis anno et sepultus 
Alexandriae succedente sibi Aniano.” 

If this statement be studied in the present connection it seems to me 
to be somewhat illuminating. St. Mark is here said to have reached 
Egypt with his Evangel in his pocket. What was that Evangel? If it 


thy ovayova for emt tTnv crayova With all Latins in maxillam, it is quite easy to presuppose 
a Graeco-Latin in Alexandria in the second century. The coptic expression here is 
exn or Het. 

Cf Luke xiv. 26 eos padntns twice by Clem alone for pov pabntns. What is this but 
the Latin meus ? 

Cf also Luke ix. 29 nAXo1wby D d (mutata est) e (commutata alia) copt syr arm aeth 
and Origen, Arnob. 

Note that this follows sharply after ver. 27 where Origen (rov de Nova) is alone 
with D and Theodot. for rov voy tov avov epxopevoy ev tn So€n avrov instead of rnv Buc. 
tov @eov. 

Of course Clement exhibits ‘‘ Western” or foreign readings in the Gospels outside 
cf St. Mark, and although they sometimes indicate apparent translation they do not 
seem to hold quite the same position as those referred to in St. Mark. For instance 
John i. 8 xwpis is used six times and avev only once; x. 11 ayaos five times, xados 
once, xiii. 383 puxpov twice, odAryoyv once. Note however Matt. v. 19 peyioros and 
maximus Cypr, vi. 21 vous (cf Justin and copt), xiii. 11 ro pvornprov, xv. 18 —ex trys 
capdias e€epxerat, which occupies one line in D d, xviii. 20 mapois, xxvi. 27 AaBere 
mere with 6 h syr and Cyr Epiph and Roman liturgy; Luke vii. 25 Scayovres, xii. 11 
pepwow vas ecs, Xiv. 8 avamimre, xxiv. 43 haywv as b ff, g 

At Jo. x. 16 kat evs wousnv Clem writes with latt, but not d! 

Latin appears everywhere. It can be detected in Marcion’s Greek of Luke; and 
observe Chron alone at Luke ii. 7 using ave@nxey for avexdwev where vett plur have 
poswt for reclinavit of vg. 

We may also pause to consider the agreement of Clement of Alexandria’s Greek 
quotations from the Epistle of his namesake Clement of Rome with the Latin version of 
this Epistle discovered by Dom Morin (see Turner: Studies in Early Church History, 
p. 253) in connection with a possible Graeco-Latin version of Clem*™” in Alexandria. 


t See above, pp. 45/46. 
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was in Latin or even in graeco-latin form, Clement’s heritage (within a 
hundred years or so) is explained as partaking largely of the Latin base - 
of Mark’s document “ quod ipse confecerat” at Rome under the direction 
of Peter. The semitic doublets (referred to elsewhere) as gathered from 
Peter’s preaching or instruction (and in preaching what more likely than 
these emphatic pleonasms), dressed in the Latin language of somewhat 
flowery rhetoric of the time, appear in Mark’s narrative. Here, in 
Mark x. 25, we are only considering “ faciliws,”” but it seems a good place 
to quote St. Jerome’s account of the transfer of the Marcan Evangel from 
Rome to Alexandria, whether in accord with the strict facts governing 
the case, or not. Athanasius continues to repeat this tradition, and 
Eusebius (3 $39, 6 §25) carefully chronicles the matter. The latter, 
quoting from the ‘ Hypotyposes’ of Clement, gives his version as follows : 
“He says that those which contain the genealogies were written first; 
but that the Gospel of Mark was occasioned in the following manner : 
“When Peter had proclaimed the word publicly at Rome and declared 
the Gospel, under the influence of the Spirit: as there was a great number 
present they requested Mark, who had followed him from afar, and 
remembered well what he had said, to reduce these things to writing, 
and that after composing the Gospel he gave it to those who requested it 
of him. Which when Peter understood he neither hindered nor 
encouraged it.’”’ 

Were there any other Greek authority for tayewov, Oatrov or paov, ib 
would surely have been reflected in some of our Greek or Latin documents, 
As facilius is constant in the Latins, what more natural than the assump- 
tion that Clement was building on Latin foundations ? 

Remains to consider eveodws. Mr. Barnard says this must be a 
mistake,t but this assumption is extremely doubtful. It may be intended 
to convey the comparative degree of faciliws and in fact conveys also the 
“nimbleness”’ involved in @attov or tayevov, while being a better verbal 
antithesis to ducKxodov (dva<ohws in the parallels) than evxotwrtepov. 

Consider further Clement’s unique a7oAnwWerat for AaBy in x. 30, 
using the future. Comp. a d q “‘accipict”’ against “accipiat” of the- 
others [& “‘relinquet’’]. And observe that D (a b d ff, 1 +accipiet) ADD 
Anprverat at the end of verse 30 after sr atwviov (c +accipit there and 
k 7 Seo lathe cf syr sin). 


t+ Page 83 note, and page 35 note, ‘the meaningless evkdAws.”’ But compare 
Mark ix. 43 and 47 kadov eott ce kvAdov...i) and Kadov egrv ce...i) just as in Matt. v. 29 
and 80 cupdeper yap...xat pn Where the comparative degree is absent in the introductory 
clauses. The Latins follow suit. Cf Mark ix. 43 47 bonwm est...quam. In k indeed 
bonum...quam in ver 43, melius...quam in ver 47. Cf also Matt. xviii. 8 9, Luke xv. 7 
xvii. 2, 1 Cor. xiv. 19, and cf Blass pp. 142/3, “‘for which there are classical parallels.” 
And above: “The positive may be used with the meaning of the comparative (or 
superlative) : this occasionally takes place in the classical language, but it is mainly due 
to the example of the semitic language which has no degrees of comparison at all.” 
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Once more (Matt xxii. 837, Mark xii. 80, Luke x. 27) we find Clement 
following a shortened form. He has but two clauses: e& odns ts puyns 
cov kai €€ odns Ts Svvawews cov. Cf 157 kr. (only among Greeks and 
Latins) and Justin.  Mcell®"S also thus ‘“‘xata Mapxov”. . . e& odns 
Ts Wuyns (cod Ven Kkapd.as) cov Kat €€ odns THY La XUpOS ToU. 

Finally Mark xii. 41/4 = Luke xxi. 1/4 we find in a rather free 
quotation the expression (ver 42) tnv de ynpay xadxkovs dvo...See 
Barnard’s note where he says Clem follows Mark rather than Luke, and 
observe with him the Greek equivalent of the copper shown by 

aera minuta duo 0b ff, aera duo c d7q in Mark. 
Now aera duo of d stands right opposite Xewra dvo in D* at Mark xii. 42. 
There is nothing in D about yadk«ouvs. In Luke xxi. 2d has duo manus 
quod est codrantes opposite dvo NerTa o eotiv Kodpivtns. There a has 
duos quadrantes and s quadrantes duo. The vg has there aera minuta 
duo asc f fi, il qr, or duo aera minuta as e. 

It is the Latins therefore who supply “‘ brass”’ or ‘‘ copper”? whether 
in Luke or Mark, so that the source of Clement’s yad«ovs dvo is very 
clear. There is no Greek authority for yadxous, not even D nor W. The 
only authority is the ya\xov in Mark xi. 41, but this is quite different 
from Clement’s yadxous 5vo of verse 42, which corresponds exactly to the 
aera duo of dc7iq (k follows the Greek with minwta duo). 

In such a connection observe the occasional and definite agreement 
between D and Egypt, as at 
Mark 

ae 47. tov toTov orov (pro mov) Ded fi, q arm sah 

This is the regular Coptic method which Sod.n overlooks by not 

reporting sah in his notes. 


Tertullian. 


Tertullian’s first important and genuine Marcan quotation for our 
purposes occurs at ix. 6 concerning the transfiguration, which runs 
“‘nescit quid diceret Petrus.”’ This distinctly shows the two old streams, 
for NBC*LA* 1 28 33 2°° 604 892 Paris*’ & boh and Orig’ have utroxp:On 
(a7rexptOn NS Orig) while D and the rest and aeth syr have Aadnon or 
Aarnoer, and W graphically Aav\e with sah, while Sod’*® = exare. The 
Latin of d is loquebatur, but a c ff. n q = loqueretur, while b (with fil r 
72 St gat aur vg) has the diceret of Tertullian (Tisch neglects Tert). Thus 
in Tertullian’s time the diceret of b had not been changed to the vesponderet 
of k, and sah shows that the first Egyptian flow of the text was diceret or 
Aader and not avoxpin. Hence arexpi6n of Origen and his friends (observe 


+ d indeed has diceret right over A™ aroxpiOn. Correct Tisch A to A. He hardly 
ever distinguishes, which is most annoying, as A in St. Mark so constantly goes with the 
Egyptian group that we must know when 6 opposes, 
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that 33 Paris®’ are involved in the change) is younger than Tertullian or 
forms a different recension. Sod quotes Orig for Nader, but see Tisch. 

(The Persian here, if correctly translated, has a very curious way of 
putting it: “‘ Ht adhuc prae metu concepto ac terrore in sermone erat,” 
thus obviating the difficulty of using either Aadnoev or amoxpiby, but 
holding the graphic AaXev by innuendo.) 

Mark 

xiv. 13. Tertullian’s next important quotation is ‘Cum ultimum 
pascha dominus esset acturus missis discipulis ad praeparan- 
dum Invenietis f inquit hominem aquam baiulantem. Now no 
Greeks Latins nor syr copt appear to have anything concern- 
ing this man but that “‘a man (av@pwros) will meet you (in 
Luke as in Mark, all vzavtnce or avravtnoes and all occurret 
vobis, or obviabit d in Luke), not that “ ye will find a man.” 
The only authority for invenietis is the aethiopic, another link 
between Carthage and Greek Egypt! Talk of Latin texts 
in Egypt. Here is as startling an instance as any I have 
brought forward elsewhere. It is not noticed in Tischendorf 
nor by Horner, nor by von Soden in his, the latest, critical 
edition. 

Unfortunately there seems nothing else to be gleaned from Tertullian’s 
scanty references to the Marcan Gospel, but if it had been held in that 
esteem which modern scholars accord to it it is impossible to conceive 
such neglect of it by the early Church Fathers, for one and all they 
prefer to cite from St. Matthew and St. Luke. 


Justin. 


vii. 31. As to Justin’s use of cravpwOnvar for amoxtavOnvar all seem to 
be against it except Iren and Clem, and D has kat arroxtav@nvat 
on one line, but d omits altogether, thus throwing out of gear 
the relation of Latin to Greek for no less than eleven lines. 
They only come together again in ver. 34 where 
d has deneget se ipsum 

et tollat crucem suamr 
and D, just before turning the page, puts this into one line: 

apyvncacbw €QAUTOV * Kal apaT@ TOV oTpv autov.{ 
Thus d probably was aware of a textual difference. To show how 
one matter can illustrate another, a reference to Evan 157 will show 
another (unique) omission in that MS in this verse of wodAa rabew Kar§ 


in two short lines 


+ So two mss, and the two others convenietis. 

t We have to infer from this that the Greek of D or of the parent of ,D, although 
occupying the left-hand page of honour, was copied after the latin side d. 

§ b exceptionally has ‘“ omnia pati et.” 
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which seems to show that there was some trouble in an old parent as to 
the line arrangement of both d and 157. In the long lines of D®* cae 
begins six consecutive lines in vy. 31/32 so that there was room for 
trouble. 

Add to this that in the versions the word for 7wafev and pati has 
been somewhat expanded to include torture, as 


pers™ multum cruciatum pateretur, 


aeth** multum injuriae inferrent, 


and it begins to look as if a complicated interraction among early docu- 
ments had confused pati, crucifigi, and occidi. 
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MISSION OF St. Marx’s LATIN, 


§ 


PossIBLE COURSES OF TRAN 


GRAECO-LATIN GOSPEL. 


AND 


GREEK, 


ths = INC H 
YOO!}UY x 


M= a9qp 
Biupuex9yy 


VOIUSV NILVT 


a ioe 


A) ‘ 
Rigi 


JONVUS 


aNv7auI 


Luke ae 
Vill. 


Xi. 


OR 


40. 


14. 


or 


CHAPTER VIII. 


B i St. Luxksn’s GOSPEL. 

Example of editing by B. 
—xat vTaxovovoi. avtw B 604 and aeth (Cf Mare iv. 41). 
Possibly a harmonistic attempt. If the omission be really 
neutral, why do W-H not follow it? [Soden’s only new 
witness is 050*? Now 050 throughout Luke is close to B, 
in Mark to D as well as B, while in Matthew it favours & as 
much as B.| 


The “longer” text in B. 


We have to choose between 
KpiTny Simply D 28 33 ¢ d syr cu sin Tert™ 
{xputny N meptaTny NBL min alig , 
|Suxactny n peprotnv AQRWXITATI unc" al. pl (uep. 9 dix. o* 
aeth) apyovta n xpit. n wep. Sod? while 157 treats us to 
apyovta Kat Sixaotnv (ex Act vil. 27) 

Tertullian is very definite for xpitnv alone. The sah is 
mixed, and Horner’s text follows the Ms which chooses pepictny 
as a substitute for xp. 7 pep. ! 

I think there can be no doubt here who has the correct text, 
and that is the small group D 28 33 ¢d syr cu sin Tert. Cf. 
Merz vol. i. p. 302 ‘ Das jtidische Recht kennt keine besondern 
Hrbteiler, es war Aufgabe héchstens eines 1 = Richters.” 

157 emphasises the matter of an amplification by its impro- 
visation from Acts vit. 27 (= Exod. 1. 14). : 

Then again close by at Luke xiii. 27 —7odev eote D 56 58 
61 291 d (e) Clem*™ Orig Hier, clearly the “ shorter ”’ text, not 
adopted by B nor by W-H nor by Soden. 


Rough List of Approximate Solecisms. 


(For further particulars see Part II. under ‘‘ Differences between N and B.’’) 


il. 


il. 


22. 


47. 
48, 


— tov (ante Kabapicpov) sie 

— 0b aKovovTES aUTOU BW (Orig™) V 2? [Sod non Lake} 
fnroupev (pro e€ntoupmer) N* B 69 (6°?) followed by W-H, 
but this is coptic again! Sah has plainly the present encytste. 
The imperfect would have the prefix sam (and the perfect 
etaAn). Boh two MSS express this imperfect NANKUOL 
against enKuustt by all the rest. But boh*' actually write 
HIME IC MEKIWT NEM ANOK NANO! NEMKAS NOKT 
me emkut NcwKk: “ Behold thy Father and I we were 
grieving in heart, we seeking thee.” 


. BBX Bs! 


Luke = 
lll, 


38. 


Lt, 


19. 


vi. 26. 
ol. 

34, 

Bt. 
ibid. 
vil. 35. 
39. 

47. 


viii. 18. 
23. 
25. 
7. 
35. 


43, 
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8. aftovs Kaptrous (pro kaptrous a€vovs) B Orig soli (contra rell 


et Orig’ bis) 
—Apivada8 B*' (owing to confusion as to whether to read 
Adam or Aminadab; see coptic versions which vary here). 
Actually omitted by W-H on the sole authority of B. 


. yevomeva ets THY Kadhapvaovme (pro yev. ev TH Kab.) NBW 


(DL fam 13 604 892) followed by W-H txt without marginal 
alternative. 
See also 


. Kal NY Knpvoowy Els Tas auVaywyas (pro K. nV KNP. EV Tals 


ovvaywyais) NBDQWY min pauc. 


. €K Tov TAOLoV cdidacKey (pro 6d. eX Tov TAOLoV) B*' followed 


by W-H. This change of order is adopted by ND de but ev 
Tw Trotw €d18. is their version. 

+01 (ante vowordtdacKanot) 
+75 (ante Kwpns) 

article. Having oc dapicaios with BS a few boh [not sah, 
see D tous dap.| but following it «av ot voyodibacKaro (without 
boh sah) ot noav erxndrvOotes ek Tasns TNS KoORNS TNS Tar. The 
latter quite alone and unnecessary. 

mavtev (pro tov Incov) B* Cf Mare i. 12 harmonistic 


Bs" __B goes wild here about the 


omission 
—0l TATEpES AUTWY B 604 syr sin sah sola 
— Kal vpLELS B 604 Paris” a ff, 1 W-H 
— eoTW , B 604 e aeth [W-H]| 
Ouxalete B Paris*’ 
duxacOnte Be 
dixatwOn (pro edikatwOn) Bet 
o TpopynTns BE et P* soli et W-H 
+xat (ante odvyov ayara) B 892 Paris” soli cum Hust antig 
gr-copt (post fragm T", vide Amélineau, p. 52) 
auTot (pro ovTot) BE Sod ctf. 2 C7) 
> evs THY ALwYNY aveEewou B Paris” a sola 
— Kal UTAKOVOUCW avTM B 604 aeth (Sod) 
Tis avnp > B* 
—tov (ante Inoov) Instead of accusing B everywhere (I have 


not referred to the frequent loss of o before Incovs) of slurring 
the article in connection with our Lord, we may perhaps 
connect this also with Latin influence [see just above vil. 29 
avo used for agency instead of vo by BE alone = a of Latin]. 
W-H actually place tov here in viii. 35 in square brackets as if 
B had done some clever thing. In vii. 41 they are pleased to 
omit on the strength of N*BPS c* (8 corrector thought differ- 
ently !). . Soden reports no other witness for — Tov at vill. 35. 

— els latpous Tpocavadkwcaca odov Tov Biov B arm, cf. D sah 

etc. Omitted by W-H. Noted in ‘Genesis,’ p. 401. 
I 
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Like : 
vill. 45. —xav ov pet avtov BIL 604 min® sah (syr) In Mark there is 


not countenance for the omission, the phrase being edeyov 
avtw ot paOntar avtov. How did the omission arise here 
then ? (followed by W-H, no word in margin). Well there are 
two variations of reading, kav ov pet avtov EGH ete and 
Kat or ovy auto NACDW etc and = so often with B. Such 
“‘doublettes’’ either indicate an original basic omission, or 
hesitation due to doubt as to which reading to adopt, finally 
resulting in rejection of both. Here, especially as = deserts 
B, it is possible that the omission is a mistake. 
ix. 18. cuvnv7noay B* cum 157 245 f. 
62. —7posavtov B* 604 and sah 1/3 or possibly 2/3. Due 
probably to inversion of order here. 


x, 1. —avtous B, 604 Paris®’ e¢ Hus*™ (Contra Tert™”° lb 
“Ai. ..in civitates mittebantur’’). This does not seem 
to be a legitimate “shorter” text, although witnessed to 
by Eus. 


Cf. ii. 8 eavtou pro idvay supported by Hus. 

Cf. Canon Cook’s remarks as to Hus. 

‘* Now when we once more apply these observations to a text which 
on other grounds we maintain to be substantially or completely identical 
with that which was published under the influence of Eusebius, we are 
driven to the conclusion that such characteristics are to be looked for; 
and that, so far as they can be shown to exist, they impair, if they do not 
overthrow, the authority of that text in matters so weighty as those to 
which we have called attention in this discussion. 

“That EKusebius was an enthusiastic admirer, a devoted adherent of 
Origen no one need be reminded who knows aught of the history of that 
age, or who has read, however hastily, his history of the early church ; 
that in all questions he would defer absolutely to the authority of Origen, 
especially in questions of criticism, is almost equally undeniable ; nor do 
I hesitate to state my immoveable conviction that in that influence is to be 
found the true solution of the principal phenomena which perplex or 
distress us in considering the readings of SB.” 

But if this be so, why do not W-H omit avtovus here, for Hus 
replaces Orig ? 

For an example of Origen’s looseness consult Luke x. 19 wou Sedwxa 
(vel diS@pt) vuw thv eEovoray Tatew (—ToVv) eTave of. Kal oKOPT. 

This tov with the infinitive is omitted by Origen four times, although 
he has it twice elsewhere with Hus and Bas. It is also omitted by 
Cyr" a (against Cyr), by Thdt 2/3, by Epiph, by Caes*, by 
Macarius, by Antioch*™, by Athan", by Just™Y (catamatew), but against 
all Mss except W fam 1 (where 118 does not agree to omit it). 

This is a beautiful place to stop at and think this over, because in 
the very same verse B gives us a reading tyv duvvayev tnv Tov exOpov only 
supported by Origen, but he thus only once out of six times ! 
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Note Luke xii. 42 tov édovas (or tov dsadovvar & (e)) of most 
and Orig 1/2 is opposed by this selfsame Origen-1/2 with didovas and - 
DLQ(W)X + two Evst only (and d “‘ dare”’ against wt det of the rest). 
Luke 

x, 24, “‘xat axovoat (+pov) ad axovete’’ 8B alone; not followed by 

W-H, YET sah supports! Could anything tie sah and B 

closer together? Add Amélineau’s T'?, another ms from 

Egypt but Amél. prints tov. (see below x. 38). 

27. tov Oeov (pro tov Oeov cov)  (H only supports B*) 
—Kal prim Be 
31. —ev Only B1 [non fam] Paris”, cf. latt f i 1 q (sah et boh 
variant inter se) aeth'™ “ per” 
35. exBarov edwxev dvo Snvapta _—_B alone has this order with sah. 
38. — els TOY OLKOY auTNS B. Not followed by W-H, yet 
sah omits! (see above x. 24.) 
42. odvywv de ypeva cot n evos = B™ (cf. NC?L 1 83 Paris”) 
2 


xi. 9, KATW YMIN AErW YMIN AE AITEITE  B (pure error not recorded 
by Tisch.) 
11. Kat avr (pro py avtt) B Epiph (and 234 apparently ; 


; also [' wn xav avtt) Not adopted by W-H. 
ibid. —aptov pn AOov eribace: avtw yn Kat B only of Greeks with 
Hilrs sah syr sin arm Orig Epiph W-H. 
12. —un B (and L 892 sah). So W-H without a word in the 
margin; see x. 24 38. . 

This is a clear case of ‘‘ improvement,’ yet I may really rank it here, 
as L does not strengthen B at all. How W-H can look upon LI as an 
‘independent document justifying their course passes my comprehension. 
W-H follow SBL alone Mark i. 39, xvi. 4, BL Luke xvii. 12 33, xxiii. 39 
42, not NBL xi. 27. Verses 11 and 12 offer here an example of extreme 
condensation by B. It is a ‘‘shorter”’ text, but very wild. 

xi. 15. BeefSeBouX NB only (asin Matt. x. 25) with Paris” BefeBovr vid. 

Followed by W-H against Peed. or Bed. of others and versions. 
x1. 386. ev Ty aotparn ~—B sah boh 
42. —tov Oeov B* (as Tisch says suppl* et vid jam’) 

There is an excuse for this omission, although harmonistic, for tou 
Geov does not occur in the parallel. 

In Luke it is...«av mapepyeoOe tyv Kpiow Kav THY ayrmyy Tou Oeov. 
TAUTa €0El TOINTaL KaKeELVa fod) Trapelvat. 

While in Matt. xxiii. 23...«av agnxate ta Baputepa tov vouov tH 
Kpl\olW Kat TO €d€os (OF Tov EXEOV) Kal THY TLOTLW * TaUTa ebEL TOLNTAL KaKEWa 
pn adtevat (or adevvat). 

There is a very pretty exchange as. between St. Matt. and St. Luke 
of wapepyecOe and adnxate, and at the end of wapewar and adewvat, but 
the matter you see does not turn on this at all. 

Marcion®'rt jg definite about tov Oeov and so is Tert™”, and if B 


omits because tov Ocou is not in Matthew so much the worse for B. 
P 2 
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That there was consultation of the parallel can now be proved, for 
B* (again corrected by B?* *) with N° if you please (not &*) L 13-346-556 
[non 69-124] 604 calmly substitute St. Matthew's mapewai for St. Luke’s 
ap. N* 57 y have afewa, and A compounds and conflates with 
mrapaduevat, The rest with B° adguevar. So NBLA all looked up 
St. Matthew. The division among the 13 family is here quite instructive. 
[Soden’s text tumbles into this trap, having mapewvat |. 
Luke 
xli, 22. —avtov Bee 
28. augialer B 
58. —an B 892 Sod*", That is to say dos epyacvav arrnddayPat 
avtov instead of am’ avrod, a kind of partitive genitive. So 
also Clem®Theodot Basil (and Orig thus: emav pn evpeOn Tis 
ded@Kas epyaoiav arndAXayGat Tov avTio.Kov). 

The Egyptian versions are rather cireumlocutory here, sah“ 
omitting aw avtov. W-H place am in square brackets in the 
text on the authority of B for omission. 

Clem’s quotations are, first: Todro +O capkiov autidixov oO 
TwTIp clTEV.. .KALaTNAAGY Oat avTOD Tapawel Kata TIV BSov 
.... (from Theodotus), 

and, secondly (Strom) "Hén S€ Kal 6 cwtip adTos...TO puceiv 
Kal TO NoLdopety Kex@rUKEV Kal, Meta Tod avTidixov Badifov Piros 
avtov TeipadOntt aTradnrayhvar pnoiv (exactly as sah**). 

Barnard remarks: ‘‘The peculiar form of the quotation in 
(527) also supports the omission.” Clearly it has weight 
in that direction, but it does not mean that B is right. It 
is more likely a preferential attitude shared by B and Clem 
and Basil against the rest. 

Cf il. 37. agiustato tov tepouv (—am). WN supplies ex. 
xxlll. 14. xatnyopevte avtov (—xat’) NALA against B. 

Xill. 7. Tov totrov (pro tnv ynv) B* and 80 only, not followed by W-H. 
17. yevopuevos (pro ywopuevors) Bs with 440 (NAD yewopevors, 
N* Neyopevois) 

27. Kav eper Neyo vw (pro Ka eper Neyo viv) BT 892 onny. 
Westcott-Hort actually follow this against the omission of 
Neyo by N 225 it vg sah boh syr pesh diatess (arm) Lucifer. 
Not a sound is to be heard from their margin! Yet all other 
authorities except those mentioned above have Ney, and aeth 

syr cw sin lier specifically. Not only is W-H the standard 
N.T. in universities and theological colleges, but it has been 
introduced broadcast into our schools. Imagine the schoolboy 
when he comes to «au eper Neywr vu ove oda Tobey ecte. He 

will require an explanation. And the tutor will say ‘‘ Well, 

my boy, it is New Testament Greek ’”’—(for which tutors have 

a profound contempt)—‘“‘ you must remember it is not classical.”’ 
And so the boy, not knowing that BT are alone responsible for 


Luke 


xi. 32. 


ivi. I; 


2 
Ven 4s 
0 


; 3 a 


xvii. 12. 


19. 


28. 
od. 
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Neyor (and that the syriac says definitely ‘Then He will say 
to you Amen I say (to you)’’), goes away with the idea that 
St. Luke was a very poor writer.t [Sod adds none for Aeywv. | 
I cannot help following the above with this illuminating 
example. At the end of the verse B (with 56 346 a a, bce 
flmqr rs aur vg copt syr cu sin sch pesh arm aeth Orig™ bis) 
writes Kat Tn TpLTN NMEpa TeXELOVLAL, Supplying nuepa against 
the rest of the Greeks. Westcott and Hort refuse to follow 
(although adopting the difficult Xeywv above). Their text and 
margin are both silent, and the text is simply «au 7m tpiTy 
Terecouwat. I do not say that W-H are wrong to exclude 
nuepa, but I do say that as an exponent of the shorter text 
B fails lamentably here to come up to the standard. 
Again, inimediately following B falls into an error (only made 
by {NK 892 besides) dropping the second tev after apyovTwy 
(duly recalled by W-H by placing it in square brackets) and 
writing Kau eyevero ev Tw €NMewW avTOV «Els OLlKOVY TWOS TwY 
apxovtav gdapicatwy instead of tTwv apxovTwy Tar. 
papicavor. 

This is simply an error from APXONTWN®APICAIWN. 


. els eepnvnyv (— Ta) B p* sole 


eyov .. . aToNETN B 


. —Tov (ante ayyedov) Be" 
. enoev (pro avetnoev) B Paris® sah boh (syr) 


oltxovoxlous (pro otkovosov) B* sol. Same verse B* drops” 
apyovta avtou after Ta v7’. 


. €V@TLOV KUpLov (pro eveToy Tov Beov) B only, opposing every- 


thing else, while tov Oeov is confirmed by the mass, by the 

versions and by Ignatius and Const mapa Qew, = 243 Paris” 

mapa Tw Yew. Observe here how Paris” opposes its friend B 

but sides with Ignatius. 

—avto Bl [male von Soden de 157] W-H et Sod tat 

— TLIOTIS GOV TETwKE TE B alone with sah 6/9 [contra 

pelleted ergo’ ts | 

OLKOOO{LOUV Be 

duo emt KNUWNs (— was) B [W-H] alone with ¢ gat vg*T 
[against sah boh which have it expressly | 


t One cannot afford to overlook matters even of a single letter. Thus, in Eustathius’ 
criticism of Origen ‘‘De Engastrimutho dissert.,” Allatius’ translation of mepi d€ Tov 
Aa¢apov ypape reads: ‘Ad Lazarum accedo,’’ as if Hustathius were speaking, whereas 
some mss read ypapev which entirely changes the sense and makes the following passage 
that of Origen, so that “accedo”’ would be quite wrong, although graphic enough as a 
free translation of ypapo. 

t Tisch omits N in ed. viii. 
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xviii. 12. 


15. 


16. 


20. 
xix. 25. 
29. 
38. 
48. 


O.6, 1H 


xi, 24. 


xxii. 19. 


30. 
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W-H take the trouble to enclose pas in square brackets, 
but it stood in the text always as doh and sah witness, for on 
the slightest provocation they would omit such a thing in 
accordance with their method of expression. 

Even Paris” has it. 
atodexatevw S*B only (not even Paris’) seems purely 
preferential over atrodexatw (= amrodexaTow) of all others as well 
as Orig Bas Cyr. Is it conceivable that no trace of atrodexatevm 
remains in our other documents and that to N*B alone belongs 
the honour (against Orig Basil Cyril) of preserving the apostolic 
form of the verb ? Itis simply inconceivable. W-H follow 8*B 
without marginal alternative. [Soden adds no new witness. | 
— avTov B*"' (not adopted by W-H) 

—avta prim B*' (possibly a question of ‘ pairs,” avta 
following later) W-H place it in square brackets. 


Wevdouaptupns BN (not adopted by W-H) 
— KUple Bre ( ” ” ” ” ) 
— ehatov B**"! Not noticed by Tisch in ed viii. 


0 epyopevos 0 Bacihevs BB" 
efexpeuero | NB solt (pro e&expeuato) Contra rell et 
contra Orig. (Tisch: forma xpewomat pro Kpeuamar a vulgart 
usu haud aliena videtur fuisse) SB are sedulously followed 
by W-H. 
—Tl ToT B* [non W-H| Why do not W-H follow ? 
It is a very important omission. It is either right or wrong. 
Judging from the weight given to B in other places why 
should he be wrong here? He deliberately excides this. (Cf 
Matt xxi. 37, Marc xu. 6). The passage is: ‘‘ evrev de 0 Kupios 
Tov aumeh@vos [Tt Toc ;| Tew TOV VLOY jLoU TOV ayaTrnToOD * 
tows TouTov (ovTes) evtpamnoovtat.”” [Omit also Sod™®*], 
[N.B.—There is a serious mistake in the notes on this verse 
in Tisch vii. He records B (sol) for tuxyov pro wws. This 
should be D who reads thus. | 


. ameOavav B* sol vid (pro amebavov) Not followed by 


W-H (although they use evray in xx. 2 and elsewhere). 

At Luke v. 2 NC*LQX have erAvvav followed by W-H, but 
BDW have ezaAvvor, ix. 82 evdavy NLR, but B rell evdov. 

xxiv. 21 »Amfayev B** not followed by W-H. 

(xxiii. 2 evpayev of B*LTX fam 1 Epiph 1/3 is followed by — 
W-H against S rell Hus Cyr Thdt). 
payxatpns B*A 124 only followed by W-H and Tisch (for 
paxaipas all else including N and Paris”; D poudaas) Cf 
payatpn xxil, 49 NB*DULT. 
— els B™' Cfcopt (“ad q) Aliter aeth quando...” 
Order : tas dwdexa dudas xpivovtes BT and i only (non copt). 


Luke 


XX, 


XXL 


XXIV. 


40. 


6. 


{2 
8. 


19. 


23, 


26. 


31. 


359. 
47. 
50. 
15. 


28. 
37. 
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This is curious, and although not Coptic, must be closely 
allied to a graeco-copt, for T (graeco-sah) agrees. (Soden’s 
text follows BT). : 

It is also against the order in Matt. xix. 28. 

This is quite interesting because immediately following 
(xxi. 31 BLT with sah boh, Bas 1/2, syr sin [non cu] only omit 
the introduction eve de o xupios, and they alone). 
mTMpocevxerle pun els TrEetpacpov (—ecedOew)  B* sol, There 
may have been hesitation here as to whether to use evoed ew, 
erdew (D), eurrevewy (fam 13), go into (sah) which finally led to 
exclusion in error. 

[In Horner’s notes to sah, he quotes boh®* for this omission. 
I find nothing in the notes in the boh volume to this effect. 
Is it perhaps a mistake for Greek B ? | 
—o (ante av@pwrros) B* 604 al! (suppl B’) [in square 

brackets W-H]. 

+rov (ante Hpwdynv) BT [non boh sah] not followed by W-H. 
vTo avtov (pro um avtov) B*' cum 892 [W® does nct 

countenance this nor does W-H adopt this strange hiatus]. 
BrmnGes (pro BeBAnuevos) BUT 892 Paris” only against all the 
rest. S* omits. N* has Be8Anpevos with W and all the others. 
If BrnGes be original, as W-H and R.V. and Soden intimate, 
why should all the rest, including DW, have the other? How 
comes it that KMII, who agree as to textual principles in ver 
15, and AKT] in ver 17 abandon a form of BLT here? For it 
is aform and a preference of BLT I am convinced, and not 
the true text. 

[In Mark xv. 7 BeBrAnpevos evs tyv duraxnv (or BAnOets ev TH 
fvnaxn) is replaced by peta twv ctaciactev ‘ dedepevos.’ | 
oTAaUpwcat B' (pro otavpw?nva) This looks 
like a distinct attempt at improvement, but curiously enough 
B remains alone. Hort (not unhappily) puts B’s reading in 
his margin. (TT ceases to be available at xxii. 20). 

[In Matt. it is cravpwOntw, in Mark cravpwcor]. 
atnyov (proamnyayov) Bec {* (Less happily W-H put 

tbis in the margin). 
ev (—Tw) vypw Eviw BCT" only [not Paris*’] Very natural 
but opposed to all and sah boh, which are very definite 
“in the tree which is green.” 
— Neyor BL 597 1 and W-H apparently alone 
exatoviapyns (pro exatovtapyos) N*BT'I* fam 1 
ayabos dixawos (—Kai) B*' et sah [Soden neglects this]. 
avtous (pro kat avtos) B'' but this avrovs comes immediately 
below the previous avtouvs. Cf sah and c e. 
nyyicav (pro nyyiav) B" 
OponPevtes (pro mronbevtes) B* Sod®* (dignified by a place in 
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Hort’s margin; but where is PoByGevtes of NS andW ?) All others 
(but BX which are opposed to each other) have wtonGevtes. 
Notice the rho in the coptic (sah NTEpoeuyTOpT p, boh etrart- 
WeopTep). 
Spoew, I beg to observe, is not a Lucan word. It does not occur in 
the third Gospel nor in Acts. 
It is found only in Matt. xxiv. 6 (@poevcOe), Mark xin. 7 (OpoewOe), 
2 Thess. ii. 2 (@poevcOar). Whereas mtoew has already occurred in 
Luke xxi. 9 un mronOntet (Tonos is found in 1 Pet. i. 6) and does not 
occur elsewhere. MHort’s margin here finally reduces the whole science 
of his textual criticism to absurdity. 
OponOevtes should be labelled ‘‘ B prob. ex copt”’ or not allowed in his — 
margin at all. Only found by Soden in the Sinai ms 260 (his **). Obs. 


Soden’s new witness is a resident of Sznaz. 
Luke 


xxiv. 388. te (pro dvatt) BA® Tert (quid...quid contra rell quid... 
quare). All others incl. Cyr seem perfectly distinct for d:ate 
in the second place. Sah differentiates but hardly boh 
= xe eeheors...ovog, eoKeow.. Paris” with all the 
‘rest and NW have distinctly: 

Tl TETAPAayMeEVOL ETTE Kat OvaTL SiAaNOYLT MOL. 

There is not the slightest doubt that the dropping of da in dvati is a 
mistake from the propinquity of dva in dvadoyopot. Tert here is contra- 
dicted by the Latins and is either quoting loosely or his Greek copy also had 
dua by mistake, but it has not passed over into the Latins; the Old Syriac 
differentiates slightly, but hardly syr*" °*". DL 3882} Dial*’ substitute 
Kat warttfor kav date. To my astonishment Hort does not follow B here! 
This action makes @ponGertes in marg. just above look all the more ridiculous. 
There is an excuse for using the double 7 here if he had wished to, for 
who knows but that as originally spoken or set down the same word was 
not used? It would not be abhorrent to a semitic form of speech. And 
when finally the written Gospel was polished and edited (as certain 
people are never tired of tellmg us was the case so very long after the 
spoken words) this little roughness was removed. 

xxiv. 39. Kau capxa Kat ootea =B* 

52. —peyarns B* sol. Notice here the bohairic (aliter 
sah) overtiy*f Mpacyr the two qj making it possible for 
someone to be misled in a closely written Ms and overlooking 
one word. 


+ D, which baulked here and substitutes yn poSndere, does not vary in xxiv. 37 giving 
avrot be mronevres and d ipsi autem pauerunt, d even retaining the alliterative p, while 
the other Old Latin are content with twrbati and conturbati and a with exterriti. 

t But 882 with HA has Aoyiopor for diadoyiopor ! 

Hence the KAIAIATIAIAAOTICMOI! became 
KAIAIATIAOTICMOI! with Ha 
KAIINATIAOFICMOI with 3882 
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As to Latin sympathy consult first : 
Luke 
vil. 35. kau edixaiwOn n copia ato TavTwY TwY TEKVMY aUTYHS. 


BW fam 69 (om travtwv 13) 157 892 Paris” syr sin pesh Latt 
Kat €0iK.-n copia ato TavT@y Tey epywv avTns N 
Kat edixaiwOn n copia ato TwY TEKYWY aAUTHS TaVTwY 
A rell omn sah boh 
(—ravrev NDEVLMXY Sod” 1 13 28 604 al arm syr cu) 

W-H places the reading of (8)B in text with the other order in margin 
(nothing is said of the omission of zavtwv), but Tisch text had refused to 
follow this, observing: “tavtwv ante tev cum NB 69 124 157 346 tt vg 
(AT HOC EST FERE EX USU LATINORUM) sy7*.” 

The question is whether the omission of zavtwy outright by 
NDE*YLMXY 1 13 28 604 al® syr cu and arm may not be the “ neutral ”’ 
text. 

As both sah and boh have ravtwy at the end with the regular Greek 
order they certainly did not get their reading from NB. Either NB slipped 
it in from a marginal comment, or are here following Latin order from 
a Graeco-Latin, where the Latin and Syriac influence had already 
predominated in the Greek column. (Soden follows BW and Hort.) 

And what of vin. 26 yepacnvay BD and Latt? and iv. 43 de pe 
BDW 892 latt? But consider the rest in proper order. 


Luke 


1. 25. —ta (ante ovedos) NB*DLW 1 [non fam] 604 Paris” 
[non al.] The presence of D is suggestive. 
26. atro (pro vo) NBLW°WY 1-131 [non 118-209 | 


fam 13 2° 604 892 Paris*’ Why not D here? 
63. ovoya avtov (pro To ovowa avtov) B* 2° Origs™, sed ovopa 
avto L 604 Paris” Orig®™ ut Tisch aiebat “ atque ex 
his Li Orig avt@ pro avtov.”’ 


69. —Touv (ante mac6os) NBDLW 2°¢ 892 Paris” Cyr contra 
rell et Hus 
74. —twv (ante exOpwv) NBDLW fam 1 fam 138 33 892 Orig 


[non 604, vide infra Paris* | 
[tev exper rell et Tov exxOpov RK] 
| wavtwv Tav exOpev K et mavtev tov puicovvtey Paris*" | 
The above, as more or less Latinisms (plus other omissions of the 
article) seem confirmed by : 

75. macaw Taw nuepats (omnibus diebus ali Latt except a d) 
BLW 2°¢ Paris” only. Origen wavers, but d Iren omnes 
dies and Orig** as the other Greeks macas tas nuepas. 

Followed by : 
ii. 2. —n (ante aroypadn) NBD Sod’ 131 [non fam 1] 2” p** 604 
[non Paris*’| = Latin or error from AYTHHANOrPA®H 
ibid. xupewou (pro Kkupnviov) B  («upivou W) 
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ii. 12. onperov (—7O0) BE 130 (= Cod. gr-lat) sah contra 
rell omn et boh et S rell 604 Paris®’ Hus. 
W-H txt om to. Habet marg. (Om sah Tisch) 
22. —rov (ante kaBapicpov) B*' [non Paris*’ non al. | 
44, >avtov ewar ev tn cvvodia NBDLW Sod” fam 1 [non 131] 
33 124 (892) latt [non Paris**| 
This seems to be Graeco-Latin, for at once afterwards at : 
45. kat wn evpovtes (—avtov) of NBC*DLW fam 1 33 124 [non fam] 
892 [non 604 Paris®’ red/] is borne out by aeth ? and the latt 
cde ff gr. l against the rest and against copt syr goth and a 6 
fq remaining Latins. 
Note also in the same verse : 
ava tntourtes (pro &ytovvtes) N'BCDLW Sod’ Paris” and 
latt requirentes (a b e quaerentes). Notice N* had {ytovrres, 
but N° referred to other authorities. 
iv. 25. ott exdevcOn 0 ovpavos (— emt) etn Tpra Kat wnvas e€ BD min® 
[non 1 non 604 non Paris*| lat syr arm aeth 


35. am (pro e€) NBDLVWE min” latt Orig. This is 
followed by: ; 
(38. azo (pro ex) NBCDLNQWS fam 1 fam 18 22 33 604 


Paris” [non al.] Orig and d (“a” instead of ‘ de” rell)) 
43, >dev pe (pro pe Se) BDW 892 latt et Tert™” [non Paris” rell] 


v. 3. oLuwvos NBDLW 157 Paris” for tov ciwevos rell fF 
5. odns vuKtos NABLW 38 131 for odrns rns vue«tos rell 
(On the other hand B carelessly adds alone ts before cwpns 
Woolley) 
vi. 31. —Kar vpes B 604 Paris” a ffl Iren™ W-H 


Vill. 6. ememetpav (pro emttny metpav) B alone with boh (indef. article) - 
29. nravveto ato Tou Sayoviov Els Tas Epnuous (pro nr. UT O TOU 
dayoviov €.T. 6p.) BE only against N rell. 
Consult Matt vill. 24 where B® changes vro tev xvpatov to 
ATO TMV KULATOD. 
1x. 12. dn (pro % &e) B. Sojameflr. (Note B is alone here 
if we except Hvan 60 én de) But that wonderful cursive 


+ It is perhaps unwise to say anything about the omission of the article before the 
nominative (‘‘ In some few instances the use or omission of the article is also a mark of 
the distinctive style of the writer.” Winer ‘Gram.’ Eng. edition, p. 146) for in such a 
place as Luke ix. 20 werpos de amoxpiOers, which looks like Latin, is supported by sah boh 
as well as NBCLZ fam 1. 

A curious instance of playing with the articles is to be found at Luke x. 15, where 
B withholds rov from ovpavov and adds it before ddov. Shortly afterwards B writes in 
Luke x. 19 cat emt macay ryv Suvapiv ty v Tov exOpov. In this he has support from 
Orig 1/6, which is worthy of careful notice. Elsewhere five times Orig omits this second 
ty. Clearly there is a point involved, as B is alone thus but for Orig 1/6. W-H refuse 
to accept this ‘nicety’’ (see Canon Cook) of Origen, although they followed above: jy 
€ws ovupavov vpwbeion, ews Tov adov kataBnon. : 
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Luke . ; 
Paris”, the survivor of a similar Ms to B, is also found to have 


non plainly without de [von Soden forgets Paris®’ in his notes |. 

Had W-H known of Paris’ I am quite sure they would 
have admitted dn, for they only need any additional Greek 
support when B is alone. But this seems to originate from a 
Gr-Lat. 

ix. 49. ev Tm ovoparti for ert Tw ovowate So NBLUXAEW 33 604 mini? 
(not D nor the rest) and Coptic. (In Mark ix. 38 only U reads 
emt, the rest ev, or simply tw ovouate, so that there would have 
been small excuse for “‘ Antioch” to have substituted em in 
Luke.) 

52. ws (pro wote) Bwith NS only and a bel q followed by W-H. 

x. 42. avtns (proam avtn,) NBD*"L Paris*’ Partitive genitive 

Cf.abeffilg [non a}. 

xi. 11. —aprov, wn NOov eridwoe avtw; ee kar Bfil, but also syr 

sin [non cu] sah arm Orig E'piph. 

I rank this here for lack of other Greek support. 

Presumably Orig Epiph syr sin and even sah represent a 
Graeco-Latin at this place.t Observe that all this testimony 
is contradicted by the Dial and by all other Greek documents, 
yet W-H must needs subserve B and Orig. 

27. tus davnv yurn (pro tus yuvn dovnv) This by NBU, a matter of 
order (aliter copt) is largely supported by latin extollens vocem 
quaedam mulier b f fF @) lq; levata voce quaedam mulier a; 
but in ¢c not so, and D d e go with coptic otherwise. 

34. 0 AVXVOS TOV THpATOS Ect 0 OPGadwos +cov N*ABCDMW 

boh syr pesh latt et txt W-H et Sod. 

I aa this here because NEGHKLSUVXTAAII sah syr 
cu sin arm would surely seem to be correct, against this 
handful of Greeks and all latin which have it, in omitting 
cov (as Tisch says “‘deest in Matt. nec add nisi pauci’’) for 
gov is out of place. O®@AAMOCOTAN may have given rise to 
it originally. It is an early error, but an error all the same. 

The division of authorities should have safeguarded W-H 
and Soden here. For when syr pesh joins NB, and syr cw sin 
and sah remain with EGH there is something to be adjusted 
in our hard and fast critical ‘‘ rules” ! 

48. waptupes ecte NBL 604 892 (aeth) Orig (pro papruperte). 
Soabfqr re mu (htat ff) testimonium perhibetis [against testi- 
ficatis of d and the testificamini of vg]. So Soden and W-H. 

ibid. I cite the above, because in this same verse avt@y Ta pynpea 


ft And Tertullian seems to pass this over. But his quotation is quite unsatis- 
factory ad loc. 
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omitted by NBL is also omitted by D and the latins ab deil 
and syr sin although not by all boh nor the rest of the Latins 
nor by W. | 

xi. 51. —tov (ante amatos) pr. That is ato amatos ABeX. This 

sounds very rough in Greek, although witnessed to by 
NBCL 1 33 892 Paris”. 'T'o these add DX, and I think the 
secret is of a graeco-lat. Soden follows Hort again here. 
— Tov (ante auyuatos) sec. The same. 

In both cases Coptic has the article. 

xii. 1. ckataratew 8B does not vary from the mass, but there is 
a suspicious look about the place as if the second tau might 
have been a gamma originally. We are led to enquire 
whether something like the ouvmvyew of D may not have 
stood there. 

42. —To (ante ortopetpiov) Only BD fam 13¢ [non 124] latt and 
one boh MS J. (The other boh and sah have more definitely 
still “their food”). W-H enclose 7o in square brackets 

. against all other authorities. 

54, —tnv (ante vedernv) NABLNXAW 33 157 604 al® arm latt 
and also sah boh. Clearly here the combination of uncials 
(including A) shows latin AND coptic hanging together, 
and doubtless vedernvy was the Greek reading antedating 
coptic, but also probably from a Graeco-Latin of that age. 
Observe however D is not in the combination, for it reads 
Tyv ved. against nubem opposite. 

59. ews (pro ews of) Only NBL 1 892 Orig. Add not even 
Paris’. This is hardly an improvement, and may perhaps 
come under this head: ‘‘donec.” In boh it is one word 
qa teks} and in two sah mss, but in the three other sah 
MSS it is expressed differently [Soden’s text has ews only ]. 

In all such cases D d takes its own line ‘‘ ews ov, usque quo,” alone 
apparently among Latins, and W Paris®’ confirm ews ov. W-H must 
needs revert to a careless quotation of Origen. This is no careless 
remark of mine. See Orig and B again at Matt. xviii. 34. B alone 
(Matt. i. 25) suppresses ov after ews before etexey viov, but lets it (oTov) 
stand in John ix. 18 before edwrncay, and in Luke xiii. 8, Act xxv. 21 
before cxaww and avateuo. All omit before «A@wv in Matt. ii. 9 
correctly enough. B seems to be eclectic, for in the parallel at 
Matt. v. 26, where ews av is used, B does not omit, although 33 does, 
while L substitutes ews ov. 


+ In any revision by Gregory of Tisch. viii. I hope he will be more definite about 
fam 18. Again and again (as here naming 69 alone) Tisch implies that one member 
reads thus, whereas only 124 opposes. 
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Concerning the N.T. wse of éws. 


As the Grammarians are unsatisfactory as to the use of ews with 
nd without av or ov or otov, and as it seems to make very little difference 
vhether the indicative or subjunctive follows, I have drawn up the 
ollowing list, which I hope may be of some use for reference. The 
uppression of ov and av where it is properly required, and in which B 
tands out as rather the chief culprit (and D in different places), may 
ave been caused by the very frequent use of éws otherwise alone, 
specially with the genitive. Apart from over fifty cases of this use: ews 
OU AlMATOS, EWS TNS TUYTEAELAS, EWS ETYATOV TNS YNS, EWS Tou Oepicpov,t 
ws THs nuepas, t ews atwvos (alg; al. evs Tov awa), ews (+Tov FG only) 
pitov ovpavov etc, there are besides many cases with indeclinable nouns, 
vith particles, with participial substantives etc, as ews Aaveid, ews Tov 
TTA, ews BnOrceu, ews THS onpepov,§ ews emTaKis, ews Lapounr (Tov) 
‘popntov. 

Even ews nutov LA (Mark vi. 23) where others have ews nuicous (or 
ficov or even nuicews [Kar To nutcv D bc ffl), and such uses as ews 
lavatov (Matt. xxvi. 38, Mark xiv. 34), ews avtov (Luke iv. 42), ews tovtov 
Luke xxii. 51), ovx eotw ews evos Rom. ii. 12 all and Orig Ambrst 
except B 67** (syr) —ov« eotw), ews peyadou Aeyovtes (Act viii. 10), 
reABew ews nuwv (Act ix. 38), ews A@nvev (Act xvil. 15), ews weyadou (avtor) 
Heb. viii. 11) besides ews eow (om eow D al.), evs tnv avdnv (Mark 
iv. 54), ews tov vuy (Matt. xxiv. 21, Mark xiii. 19), ews mpos BnOanav 
NBC*(D)L 1 33 a [e quasi], ews es al., ews 237 latt), ews e€w ts 
-onews (Act xxi. 5) [ —ews only & 68 d], ews ere tyv Oadaccay (Act xvii. 
4) SABE min lat copt syr (ows HUP al. arm Chr), ews wore (Matt. xvii. 17, 
ae ix. 19, Luke ix. 41, Jo. x. 24, Rev. vi. 10), ews appre (Matt. xi. 12, 
O,aits 10 fall except T ews tov vuy]|, ews woe (Luke xxiil. 5), ews xatw 
ae xxvii. 51, Mark xv. 88), ews avw (Jo. ii. 7). 

Once with infinitive : ews tou eddew (Act vill. 40), once with aorist : ew 
AGev (Matt. xxiv. 39), once with present participle: ews eA@wy (Matt. 11. 9) 
see below Matt. xxvi. 36], or with participial noun ews ts mapovowas 
as. v. 7 (ews av ABKI Oec); separated from the verb: 2 Thess. 11. 7, 
OS EK pecou yerntat (ews av FG only); ews to das eyete (Jo. xil. 36), 
thers ws to das eyete, and Cyr hier 1/2 ews ov. 

In a great variety of ways ews is used in the N.T., and this may 
ave led to carelessness. 


+ ews tov Oepicpov (Matt. xiii. 80) BD Eulog; but pepe plur, and aypi N*L, while 
‘hrys Mss give all three, aypi, pexpi, ews ! 

t ews rns nuepas exewns oray avro mivo (Matt. xxvi. 29), but pexpis av mw avro Clem ; 
ro Tov vuv ews avTo Tiw Orig ; ov pny Tie avToy ews av Tia Hus, 

§ Or even ews tyv onuepov G min? (Matt. xxvii. 8); ews ys onpepoy nuepas 
tom. xi. 8 (without variation) ; and ews onpepoy (2 Cor. iii. 15). 


bo 
bo 
bo 
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There are nearly half a dozen cases of ews ov or ews av with the 
indicative (the rest are all subjunctive). Observe the situation :— 


Matt. 


1. 25. ews ov evexev Om ov B*" 
v. 25. ews otov ev pet euov alll (except D* om ews) 
Mark 
vi. 45, ews avtos amodver (all, except D®™ Sod? 2° b = autos be; ews 
Sew avtov A; atodvoe E*KI, arorvon al., but atodAvet NBL) 
Luke 
xi. 8, ews otov cxatrw all 
xvii. 8. cw: dayw cae mw (indic. or subj.) ews alone text rec. and 
NBDIAA wnc'; ews av AKL MXIT; ews ov min pauc. 
xix. 13. ews epyouar TAA unc’; ews av min pauc (epxwpac 8) ; 
but ev o esx. NABDKLRII Orig 
Jo. . 
ix. 4. ews nuepa eotw all (except C*L 33 Orig? b d = os) 
18. ews otov ehwvncav all (except DX ews ov) 
x11. 35. ews To dws exeTe NTAA wnc’ verss; ws to hws exeTe 
ABDKLXITI 1 33 42 108 w* Cyr 
36. ews To pas exeTe XTAAIL unc® verss; ws to das eyete 
NABDLII* 83 42 108 o% w* aeth Did Ath°™ 
Xx1. 22. ews epyouat all (epyxopuar P min) 
23. ews epyouat all 
Act 
xxv. 21. ews ov avaTrepryw all 
1 Tim. 
iv. 13. ews epyopar all 
Matt. 
11. 138. e@s av eet@ all 
v. 18. ews av taperxOn prim loco all 
ibid. ews av Tavta yevntat sec loco Om av B™" 
26. ews av atrodas all except L min’ ews ov, and —ayp 33 
[non B| 
x. 11. ews av cEeXOnte all 
23. ews av eAOn Om av SBX (eas ov &°) 
xi. 20. ews av exBarn Om av LX 
Xili. 83. ews ov eCuuwOn all (as in Luke) 
xiv. 22. ews ov atroAvon all (but atroAvoes KT) 
Xvi. 28. ews av doow all (as in Luke 1x 27) 
XVll. 9. ews ov 0 vios Tou avOpwrov ex vexpwv nyepOn all 
Xvill. 80. ews ov atrodw Om ov NBCL 
34, ews ov atrodw Om ov B Orig 
xxii. 44. ews av Ow Om av F* (see below Mark ix. 1 as to F, 


and xii. 36 as to D) 
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. ews ay ELTENTE all 
. €0$ av TavTa TavTa yevrntar —av®%, ews ov 157 (see Luke xxi. 32). 
. €wS ov aTeAOwy exes TpocevEMpat Bet plur; eo; av DKLM’TA; 


ews ov av A; ews NCM* min? (ews tmpocevé. in Marco) 


. €@S av Loo. Om av F**' (see above Matt. xxi. 44) 
. eas av Ow Om av D*"', sed D* @aow, D* Oncw 
. ews TpocevEMHat +av U, +ov min aliq; (mpocevEouar 
DHXI) 
. €@S AV Wool all (as in Matt. xvi. 28). 
. €@S ov TEAECTON EG™’HSVXTAA Orig 1/4; «ws  orov 
SABDKLMRTUIL Orig 3/4 Dion™™* 
. €WS OU Kal TO EgY. AETTOV aTrodws ews ov (A) DXTAATI wne® ; 
/ ews av 'T'; ews NBL 1 Orig 
(In the parallel (Matt) 33 omits but not NBL) 
. ews ou efSuu@ln all (as in Matt) 
. I omit as being too complicated.) 
. €WS EUPN ews ov NAMUAA al.; ews otov 254 
. €@$ OTOU EVP Plur; ews ov SB (ews cou LX); om 
otouv D 69. 
. ews av Ow —av, et T10o D* 
. €0S av TavTa yevntat —av ND 383 (see Matt xxiv. 34) 
. €@S OTOU TANPOON all (except fam 1 ews ov) 
. €WS TLS ATAapYNnONH NBLT fam 13 157 (cas ov KMXI; 
ews otou D; mpw 7 SATA A unc) 
. €@s oTou n Bac. Tou Oeov eXOn (ews ov... NBC?FL) 
. €@¢ ov evdvanabe (ews otov D 1 157; ews av Chr Thadt 
. Cyr" 1/2 [ews ov 1/2] 
. €@S OV apYnen (ews av Orig ; —ov X) 
. ews av Ow (om av D*) vide infra Heb i. 13 
. €@S ov TpoanVveyOn (o7ws D®™ ; —ov 100) 
. €@S OV aTroKTeVwow ~— all 
. €WS OV aTroKTEeWopev (ews av 105; —ov 13) 
. €WS OU avEeikwow all 
. EWS av EXOn all 
. €@S EK fegou yevnTar (ews av FG) © 
. ews av Ow (om av D*E*) vide supra Act ii. 35 
. ews TEwWoLY all 


. €@5 OU NuEpa Siavyacn all 
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Apoc. 


vi. ll. ews mANnpHcwaw (—Owow CA) NAB[apud al. = Q|CP 


(ews ov min aligq) 
2 


Xx. 5. ews TedecOn (aype AB al.) 


Add perhaps for further illustration : 
Mark 
xiii. 80. weypis ov Tavta mavra yevntar Plur (sed peypis orov B; 


pexpt® ; ews ov D, ews av 1 13 28, ews W Sod’*? 2°) 


Luke 
xxi. 24. aypi ov TAnp@bocw NBL al. 
axpls ou 55 CDR al. 
aypt (—ov) ,, AXTAIL unc? al. pl 
Acts 
vii. 18. aypu ov aveotn BEC 
aypls ov avert NAB*EHP al. omn vid 
Rom. 
: xi. 25. aypus ov To TANPwOLA Tov eOvev EcehOn Omn (et B* aypi ov...) 
t Cor. 
xi. 26. aype ov €dOn NZBs 
aypts ov €dOn NFAB*CD*EG Bas Cyr Chr 1/2 Euthal 
Dam 
aypis ov av EXOn ND°EKLP Chr 1/2 Thdt Phot 
xv. 25. axps ov On N*AB*P 
aypts ov On B°D*FG al. Orig (lect fluct ut infra) 
Hipp Eus Epiph Dam 
axpis ov av On ND”KL (Cyr) Did Mare" Chr That 
aypis av On Orig partim Ath 
Gal, 
iii. 19. axypis ov eXOn Plur et & Orig 


aypis ov av €XOn B17 71 Clem Eus 
iv. 19. aypis ov poppoOn NACDEFGKLP Clem Meth 1/2 Hus 
pexpis ov woppwOn N*B 37 116 (Meth 1/2) 


a iil, 13. aypis ov To onuepov Kadertat Omn (praeter M aypr ov) 
oi. ii. 25. aype ov av nw NC min pauc | 
aypts ov av nEw Le 
ews av n&w A 47 
aypis ou n&w 38 59 69 121 
aypis ov avortw B (= Q) min mult 
aypis ov Ow 56 


axypis ov av e-XOw 81 
vil. 3. ayps cppayioopey ACP 1 12 al. pauc Orig” 
axpw oppayicwpev SN 67 
axpls ov odpay. B (= Q) al. 
axpis av ofpay. 18 21 28 79 al. pauc 
xv. 8. aype TeXecOwow Omn praeter C 
aypis ov TeNcTOwWaw C 
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xvil. 17. ayps terecOnoovtas NAP etc. Hipp 
axpt TeMeoPwaw B (=Q) ete. 
axpt TEeMeTOH Text recept sol. 
XX. 3. aypt TEX. Omn 
From the above the first thing which attracts notice is the lack of 
sympathy between S and B; the second is the eclecticism and looseness 
of Origen. In the last part of the table I have added the Patristic 
testimony which Tischendorf gives, and here again, especially in 
1 Cor. xi. 26, xv. 25, can be seen wide difference of opinion. 
The net result, as regards B, seems rather definitely to go far 
to prove a personal element predominating in his choice of expressions 
in the different places involved. 


Latin synypathy (continued). 
Luke 

xiv. 5. ev nuwepa tov caBBatov instead of ev tn yuepa tov caPPatou 
only 8*B (nin pauc Tisch but not specified, = 131 157 al ’). 
This following wecevtas (cecidertt or cadet) so closely in the 
verse against eumecetac looks like Latin influence “die 
sabbati.” 

31. Bovrevcetar (pro Bovreverar) Only NB W-H Sod and latt 
(except c d). Not even Paris®’ comes to jo NB here. Sod 
adds 050 § 371 1353 

Similarly : 

32. atootexas epota es etpnvnv B (mpos eypnvyv X*T) 
sympathises with the Old Latin pacem, dropping ta, which 
the later Latin vulgates have with f as ea quae pacis sunt. 
d has quae ad pacem without sunt and D ta mpos eupnyqv with 
the mass. 

W-H for some reason prefer zpos evpyvnv in their text to the 
eis ecpnuny of B. 

xv. 4. atotkeon B* and D Method and Latin only and (syr). No 
other Greeks and not W nor Paris’. But observe B has 
eyov...atroheon, while D has oo efet...amodeon. 

This BD conjunction here is emphasised in the same verse by the 
order e€ avtwy év (for é&v e€ avtwv) by NB and D® parts of fam 1 and 
fam 13 157, to which add W and Paris®’, and e only (against d and the 
Latins). Cf xxii. 50 e€ avtwv tov apyiepews Tov Sovrov (pro e€ avTwr 
Tov dovrov tov apy.) NBLT fam 13 [non 124] non W non 157 non Paris’ 
hoc loco. 

xv. 10. ywerar yapa evwrriov ayyekov (—Tev) B*" (cf. lat) 

22. +rayv NBLX(D) 892 Paris” goth copt arm aeth™ and Latt. 
This seems to be an accretion. The other Greeks witness to 

Q 


226 


Luke 


KV. 2d. 


xvi. 26. 


oid. 


Xvi. 33. 


37. 


xxi, 17; 
Xxili. 42. 


ibid. 


54. 
xxiv. 19. 
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the shorter text. W also opposes D here. (+taxews D 

13 157). 

depere (pro eveyxavtes) NBULRX Paris” latt syrr copt aeth (D 

Dam eveycate) This looks like a strong combination. But it 

is doubtful. WY and the rest oppose including 892. 

ev (pro emi) NBL and all latins (but a e m) boh [not sah] 

This runs against the mass and Dial Chr Ephr. .As to sah 

and syr Aphraat they express i¢ differently. 

—ov sec. S*BD and latt which does not express it. Sod 

adds nothing. 

mepuromoacbat (pro cwca) Bl Paris” only W-H Sod [not 

S = coca: with fifteen uncials and all min. gat e ff 5] 

Cf liberare b c 7 q, and salvum facere a flr vg; d with D 

goes on a separate course with bivicare and Swoyovncat. 


. — Tos (ante rrwyots)  B 71 248 and lat [W-H] 
. euye (pro ev) BD 56 58 61 892 Orig latt 
xe LO: 


Kal Kalpw (— ev) NBL min perpauc and D latt [non e f 
g, 1 copt|. See Tischendorf’s illuminating remark about the 
presence of €N in syr cw sin where it seems to be confounded 
with év, At any rate it was present in their Greek. [N = xav 
ev TH Ypove. | 


. €TEpov Tepryas Sovrov | NABLUW 

. TPLTOV TEurat NBLY min pe of Lat (aguante: 

. ~tov (ante Beov) NABDL (157 latt quos vide) 

. —0 (ante Kuptos) BD only 

. QUTN N TTWXN NBDLQ latt pl. 

. ab Kapdiat vpwv ABXW only and Jatt syr 

(against the coptic method) 

Order: didacKkov ev to tepw BK only and Jatt (except a) syr 


(against N and the rest) Paris*’ does not support B here. 
els EauTous (pro eauTots) NBCLM latt syr 
— 7 (ante uoov) N*BC*L (att). The coptic is 
very mixed here some sah and boh saying xe Ic = Jesu! 
others Nic xe Tw moov. Already Orig and Orig’ 2/3 have 


-made it Domine Jesu memento in this place. 


ets Thv Bacirerav (pro ev tn Bacirtera) Bucef ff lrvg 
Orig™ pluries W-H [non Paris”. Soden adds no cursives. | 
ELA nV TapacKevns (pro nu. nv Tapackevn) NBC*L lat | 
vatapnvov (pro vafwpatov) NBILT' Orig ? latt, opposed by the 
others, by Paris*’ and distinctly by sah 
I say ‘‘ Latin: ace l? vg”’ because it is a Latin form. Sah 
was evidently made from the Greek (TULA TUPAatOC) and the 
Latins b d ff l* similarly from a Greek. (The boh turns it 
TUperretazapee). x has nazoreno which is composite, but 
at some time clearly NBIL felt the latin influence. 


Luke 


il. 
i270. 
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Tisch adds here: ‘Luc iv. 84 w vafapnve non fluct,” but 
D* reads here vafop. D?® Hvst 47 vafwp. e I* gq nazorene. 
Follows a quotation from Tert (q.v.). Tisch continues “ xviii. 37 
ia o vaSwpatos habetur quae forma etiam septies in Actis legitur. 
Praeterea Joh ter vafwpatos, Mc ter valapnvos.” 

Anyhow, whether Latin or merely preferential, SBIL carve 
the usual special line here. 


Coptic. 


9. epoS8nOncav chodpa B Cf W and boh only, as to this. 


mpooeOnkev Kat TovTO emt Tracw (—Kal) KaTeKAELoev Tov Iw. ev 
(7m) gvraxn. The absence of the second xa is Coptic 
confirmed only by N*BDE= b de Eus, against rest and syr. 

How is it that on so many of these occasions NB desert syr 
for copt if copt did not influence them? W® corrector supplies 
«av. i seems to be on the side of N* here. As regards L note 
that in Matthew i. 4 it writes Naoccwy for vaacowy with sah 
1/3. boh*". 


. Leueerv (pro Yeper) NBL (892) 0 e copt 

. Edpadap (pro EXpodar) NBL (a bc e) boh (sah) 
. Tova (pro lwvar) NBI 604 al c e copt 

. Mevva (pro Mavvar) NBLX 33 157 892 ¢ copt 


. Metta@a BB is not copt, both versions having Marr. 


but it could occur from graeco-copt where Medea, Mevva, 
Mart. are set one below the other.) 


. Nadap 8*B Sod*? sol. c e sah [non boh| W-H 
. Lara (pro Ladpov) N*B sah boh™™ syr sin (et syr cu sin 


in Matt|noncopt}) (To Tisch only aeth was known. Add sah 
and boh*°.) : 


. Aduew (pro ApuwvadaB) Sah and some, boh” arnsein. But 


sah boh do not omit auwadaP outright as B does alone; sah 
substitutes arnase as N* which please note. Aeth Adam 
Aminadab. Boh has Aminadab. W-H follow sah. 


. Kawan NBUL* Sod° sah boh aeth W-H 
37. 
iv. 4. 


Taper NB* al q aur sah [non boh| W-H 
—aXXr ere TavTe pnuate Peou NBULW sah boh alig [non omn 
habent multi] only. 


. Nafapa NB*E 33 [non Paris*’] e Orig sah [non boh] (A* 


vatapat) 


. OTL ETL TOUVTO ATEGTAX. (pro oT Ets TovTO aTEcTAX.) NBLW 


fam 13 67 (604) Paris®’ only (a latt [non d e f q]) but compare 


t Cf Matt. i. 12 cehadmr B fk (syr). 
Q 2 
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the form of sah xe NTactTHnooetT rap eneigw8, 
and the manner of boh: xeowH! ETawTaowvo!r ceehedat. 
iv. 44. rns IovSaras (pro ts Tadtiasas) NBCLQR 157 892 Paris” 
sah boh syr sin Tov Lovdaioy W 
vy. 1. Kat axovewy (pro tov axovev) NABLWX fam 1 213 892 
Paris*’ ¢ copt aeth arm 
. Order: moa dvo BW 22 892 Paris” ae sah boh syr 
contra rell. Om vo 8* W-H follow B in text. 
5, -—avto NB 604 Sod? ¢ boh [non sah] W-H 
17. car Suvauis Kupiov nv ets To tacOat avtovs Most, but NBLE 
and W Paris*’ Cyr”* change the last word to avrov altering the 
sense and construction. This is not found in boh, but is in 
sah: “that the power of the Lord was being (there) for 
him to cure.’ No others change (except Sod**’). 

I may say here that if sah or boh had been following NB 
we would find a different state of things in these versions at 
v. 5, v. 17. But if NB consulted both versions (as seems 
abundantly illustrated in these notes) then we have the only 
good reason for the wavering agreement of NB together now 
with boh now with sah, and of the agreement of N or B now 
with one version and then with another against each other. 

Again, in v. 20 we have another —avtw (following e7rev), 
[as at v.5 (also following evev) |, omitted by NBLE 33 1380 604 
ff 922 vg sah, but boh which omitted at v. 5 does not do so 
here. In fact bok adds ‘to the paralysed.” Had boh been 
following NB text it would have omitted here as well as in 
v. 5, and had sah been following NB text it would have 
omitted in v. 5 as well as here in v. 20. See below at vi. 18. 

vi. 17. +7rodus (post oydos) NBULW fam 1 892 Paris” syr sch pesh 
sah [non boh] 
18. evoyNoupevoe (pro oyNovpevot) NABL 1 [non 118-209] 157 273 
Paris’. See bok. In connection with what I wrote just above, 
this is quite interesting, for first of all A (Alexandrian) joins the 
group. ‘Then upon turning up boh we find enateT 9,E22KO 
is the word used! (sah different NETRLOKS, eBoa = also 
Acts v. 16 Balestri edition). 

Note that at Acts v.16 oyAoupevous is read by all Greek Mss. 
Turning up boh there, we find quite a different expression 
MEAL MH ETO HY MTEM MINKA AAKAKAPT OI. 

Can we now doubt that evoydouuevoe came from 


ENACT S,EARKO and not vice-versa ?f 


bo 


t A still more subtle borrowing from sal is done by § alone in Luc xviii. 5 where N 
substitutes mapevoxAew for mapexety of B and all the rest. Consult Horner’s note in sah 
as to COTES, O ICE meaning “ addeth trouble.” 
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Forms of oyAew are nowhere else used. It is thoroughly 
Lucan, and a amaé dey. of his in the Gospel once, and in 
Acts once. 

Both oxyAew and evoydew are used in the classics, and the 
dictionary gives away another secret, for under oyNew we find 
“More usual in its compounds.” 

Hence a change from oyn. to evoyd. is far more likely than 
the accusation tacitly levelled against poor long-suffering 
*‘ Antioch” of changing evoyn. “‘of the best Mss” to oyd. St. 
Luke gives this the lie direct in Acts. 

The Latin in Luke is vexabantur, and in Acts vexatos, with 
vexabantur by d p gig Lucifer. 


The Coptic of Acts et SH = cruciatus, vexatus (Peyron p. 373) 


* tec yu. 15. 


K 


vil. 5. 


6. 
19. 


x1. 36. 
ai 


TP,ELLRKO afflrctio, cruciatus, poena (Peyron p. 259). 
Note that «au before efeparevovto omitted by NABDLQ is 
also the coptic manner here (boh and sah). 
exabicev (pro avex.) B Sod™*! soli=e Iren™ (sedit). Cf. sah boh 


a pev (pro o per) BW sah [non boh | 
auta (pro avTo) B 16 21 273 sah [non boh| 
emt TeTpav (— THY) B Paris®’ boh (indef. article) 


mapeyeveTo (pro TapeyevovTo) BDX d 50 71 273 Paris” boh 
(definitely 3rd pers fem sing) (sah) 


. —latpos Tpocavarwaaca Tov Biov BD sah syr sin [non cu] 


hierB° 


. aKovoal pov a BT' (? Habet tov) sah soli 
. >exBarov edoxev dvo dnvapia _—_—B sah soli 
. —€lS TOV OLKOV B sah sola 


Besides many illuminating passages (such as Luc ii. 48/vi. 26, 
vill. 45, ix. 62, xi. 11 12, xvii. 19, xxii. 50, some under another 
head, ‘‘ Solecisms ’’) note 

+ev (ante tn actpatn)... B Paris” sah boh 

—TIs NBLT' fam 1 fam 13 157 604 
Paris*’ against all the rest syrr latt and arm. This is one of 
those square divisions where D d abandon all sympathy with 
the Alexandrine group. This omission is no more “neutral” 
or “pre-syrian”’ than I am a centaur. The Greek group 
above is one and stands out in all its loneliness. What has 
become of the coptic then? Well, it seems to me that the 
lack of tvs is simply due to the coptic which generally says 
a pbarisee to express such a thing. Sah here is ae 
&~thapicatoc and boh txeoedt Apiceoc [Horner has no 
remarks on —7s in the above Greek Mss] and this caught the 
eye of the parent of NBL Paris” etc, and led to its being 
dropped in copying. There is no sense in conjecturing an 
addition here, ev de Tw Nadnoar epwta avtov dapicatos being 
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quite sufficient. 7s is therefore part of the text, and it is NBL 
who drop it per incuriam, and there is no “ pre-syrian”’ text 
about it at all. Soden follows Egypt with omission. 

It looks very pretty and “neutral” I admit: verse 37 
fapicaios followed by ver 38 6 de hapicatos, that is indefinite 
followed by definite, but copt has an indefinite and Greek has 
not. And ts therefore is not out of place in verse 37. 

xi. 53. Here occurs a very serious difference. For the ordinary XeyovTos 
Se avtov tavta mpos avtovs NBCL 33 Paris*’ substitute 
ckaketOev e€eXOovtos avTov. Thisis against all Syriacs 
and all Latins and all the rest of the Greeks. It is apparently 
shared with or derived from the Coptic only. 

There is no exact parallel, but after the close of some of the 
parallels in Matt. xxiii., chapter xxiv. opens kau e€eXO wv o 
In cous emopeveto amo Tou Lepov Kat TpoondOov ot wal. avtov 
emiderEar avtTw@ Tas otkodouas tou tepov (= Mark xii. 1 Kav 
EKT OPEVOMEVIVU QUTOU EK TOU Llepou. . ae 

Is it possible that NBCL 33 Paris” copt are right and all 
the rest wrong? The six authorities cited are rightly but one. 
What about the other sympathising cursives fam 1 fam 13 
28 157 604 892? Have they all been corrupted by this 
abominable Antiochian or Constantinopolitan recension, while 
shaking themselves free from it on so many occasions ? Is it 
humanly possible to conceive this? Or do not NBCL 33 
Paris’ merely represent some untoward effort of Hesychius or 
another to bemuddle Dr. Hort? (Soden follows Hort.) 

For observe the same process in verse 54: 

54. —Kxat &nrovvtas NBL fam 1 239 Paris*’ copt aeth 
—iwva Katnyopnowo. avtov NBL 892 Paris” copt aeth syr sin. 

It is quite of one recension. But really, are we to believe 
that all other copies have parted with sanity and conspired to 
down the truth ? 

xii. 25, mnyvv (— eva) N*BD id ff, l sah boh (OFRLA DE 
more copt) but opposed by all else including WY Paris*®’ 892 
604 and all minn latt rell syr omn arm aeth Eus™. 

47, I cannot rank this even under attempted ‘“‘ improvement,” so 
I place it here. 
B (with NT’"Y 33 348 892 Paris®’ only) wishes to read exewvos b€ 0 


t A study of the Diatessaron arab is worth while in this connection. Section x1 
opens with Matt. xxiii. 84/39, interposes John xii, 42/50, then proceeds with Luke 
xi. 53/xii. 8. The language here of Luke xi. 53 is Ney. Se avrov ravra mpos avrous and not 
kaxeOev e€eXOuvros avrov. But after continuing with Jo. xii. 86/41, it proceeds with 
Matt xxiv. 1 “Anp wHEN Jesus went ovr of the Temple.’ A diatessaron in Greek 


so constructed might account for a scribal error here, the wrong plaze being taken up in 
copying. It seems the only clue. 
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Sovr0s 0 yvous To OeXnua Tov Kuplou AYTOU KAL KN ETOLMACAS 7) TOLNGAS TO 
OeXnua avTov. é- 

This 7 for unde finds its counterpart in sah: 

NO IAKRHAA AE ENTACEIRLE EMowswY RUMEqxoerc RTc- 
coRTEeH sxrigetpe-... Boh opposes with o-sog, (one MS owae) before 
“prepared not” and o-wog, for pnée. ; 

I believe NBTYV 33 348 892 Paris” sah to be utterly wrong, and if we 
want the “ shorter’ text we have to go to LW 18 8" latt syr Cypr which 
give US Kal My ETOLWacas, Omitting unde or n Toncas ; or to gz, Which omits 
the whole! Consulting W for control we find that that new MSs goes 
with L for the “shorter” text and again opposes B, while Paris®’ again 
supports B. 

But «at pn etotmacas n Toincas strikes me as opposed to the usual 
N.T. sequences, and xa: pn etotpacas pnde momnoas of the mass should 
be right. 

Luke 

Xlll. 9. exo To wedrov ex de nye. Matter of order by NBLT 33 (69 
non fam) 892 Paris” with sah boh, against the rest of Greeks, 
and against Latins and Syriacs and arm. 

14. +o7 (ante e&) after the Coptic manner (sah boh) with only 
NBL Paris*’ 892 and two Latin vg against the rest. 
This is mentioned here as it follows xii. 9 so closely. 
Doubtless the coptic reacted here on NBL and not NBL on 
the coptic. 

xv. 12. 6 d¢ dcecAev autos tov Biov (pro Kat Svettev avtows Tov Buov) 
NABL Paris®*’ 892 boh sah. This is a place which bears out 
my contention that coptic influenced NBAL and not that sah 
or boh felt the influence of NB. For observe N° feels the 
influence, not N*, and is joined by A, as well as BL. All 
others are against this except Paris®’ which here follows, but 
W opposes with the other versions and all /att. Here is a 
clear example of W-H (no syllable in their margin !) following 
an Egyptian recension, and nothing to do with “ pre-syrian ” 
at all. ; 

(xv. 21. BL = copt order. See under “ Order.”’) 

The point which I make above (at xv. 12) happens to be illustrated 
further and immediately after at :-— 

xvi. 1. where B* alone writes ovxovoyove for oxovoxov. Did not his 
eye wander to the coptic where the accusative ov does not 
show? The termination is oc, the word being transliterated 
from the Greek and appearing RowoiKonoxxoc both in sah 


and boh. 
I can offer further immediate corroboration of the 
assumption :— 


3. oxamtew ove toyvw KAI erartew arcxvvopat. This Kat is 
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unknown to the Greeks except to B [not followed by W-H! 
who divined something wrong here] but is definitely read by 
boh and sah and aeth, but not by the Latins. The Syriac 
here +diatess opposes the Latins however joining B (again 

a square division between syr and lat). Syriac influence 

might here be attributed to B, but I think the previous 

context will bear me out in attributing it to Coptic. I have 
never seen this pointed out before, and submit that it goes 

a long way to show Coptic influence on B, which if the proofs 

offered are considered sufficient, destroys B as a “neutral” 

type, especially when the apparent Latinisms are taken into 
consideration at the same time (see ante). 
Another commentary offers in this chapter: : 

xvi. 15. B writes alone ot: to ev avOpwmm@ vwnarov (for ott To ev 
avOpwrois vyndov). The point we have not yet got is 
whether sah or boh is influencing B. Well here all sah 
(known to Horner) have avOpm7mos, but Horner’s boh text, 
following the boh AC,*T'HS, has ‘in the man” eT Aen 
TUPWs21, not Mipweet. That is the only support for B®. 
The syr has plural, and the old syr ‘sons of men” or ‘‘sons of 
man.” W-H do not follow B. Soden adds no other witness. 

A further commentary is offered immediately after at :— 

17. keparay pray a change of order by B only sah (oe aqwag, 
NowwTt) sy, while boh omits piav (= osKEeped most, 
oesMWwraAg, some). The omission in boh led to the change 
of order perhaps, while B consulted sah. 

26. Again a commentary offers here. In the important sentence 
Kal €TL Tagt TovTols pEeTakY HOV KaL VLwY yaoMa pLeEya 


eoTnpixtat NBL Paris” substitute ev (for em) with boh 
and latt”, while sah expresses differently: ‘ But after all 
these there is a great gulf fixed,” and syr ‘‘ And with all these 
same things a great gulf is set.” 

xvii. 1. Order: ta cxavdara pwn edOew So NBLX Paris®™ 892 e (sah) 
only, and I claim that this is more likely due to sah on NBLX 
than the converse, for all others oppose with wn edOew ta 
gxavoara including it and Origen Chr Dam, so that here 
with W-H following NBLX e we have not even restored the 
text of Origen. 

Same verse Any ovar for ovar Se by NBDL it (except f 1 vg) = also 
coptic (boh and sah). 


xvii. 19. —7 miatis cov cecwxe ce Be cum sah 6/9. 
These and these alone. Comment is unnecessary. 
23. order: sdou exer dou wde B® Paris” boh 


wdou exer Kat Lov woe = Bsr cu sin 
tdov exer Ldou woe L 
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This place is in a grand muddle, but the others place wée first, and 
as to B*, Tischendorf says, it originally read wéde,..@de (in the photo- 
graphs one can see nothing). The fact remains that B® is nearest to boh, 
while the sah mss all vary, and may have influenced B*. 


Luke 
KV. oc. 


xvill. 29. 


xix, 8. 


23. 


Thus 85 reads qaeneigrda HH MAI 


114, ORR T eRe H 22k Mal 
70, «=O ROTIEIQRA = 8H DIR Al 
64 4, CJARTEIAnA HH Y ge Mal 
D1 ,, GOReTererda H CHERRTIAL 
S89, «= CIARTIEIA2A =H OBR TH 
250 5,  Rxttat 


while in the same verse —amndAOnte pnde of B fam 18 [157] 
seems to correspond closely to sah. 


oo 8 av (pro Kat os ear) NBLY 69 245 892 Paris’ al. 
perpauc bohtres BFM 


. +7 (ante wa) So N’BDR Sod” 1 69 Paris™ and bohPEHI0 
. KL OL METOL NBL Paris” min pauc b d [contra D®*| boh™ 
|. emlovvaxOnoovtat (pro auvay.) NBLQ. Hust 19 cf. sah 


Jin “ will be gathering to 7.” 
Order: » yuvaika n aderdous n yovers. NBL 892 Paris’ sah 
boh against all others. 
Order: pov tov urapyovraey NBLQ fam 1 Paris” bringing 
the possessive first with coptic. (157 does not do so here, but 
on several other occasions; see below.) 
Order: pov to apyvptov only NABLY 33 157 f** 892 Paris* 
Est 48 and the coptics against Latin. These points should 
be noted. I will be told about other coptic sympathy that of 
course it was NB which influenced the coptic and not vice 
versa. I do not think so. In some places community of 


_ origin is clearly indicated. In many others, as here, it is to 


26. 


AQ, 


3.0% Wp 


’ Note. 


be observed that it is more than likely that a reflex action of 
the coptic manner on NB is in question. 

Notice here W pov to apyuptov pov. W* first wrote pou 
ro apy. and then cancelled wou init and added at end. WN also 
has this reduplication. 


Almost immediately below we come across further close coptic 


sympathy. NBL fam 1 892 Paris’ a omit yap with boh and 

sah. Yet the rest and sy7 cw sim have the copula, and other 

Latins and Lucifer +autem. 

—avtTols NBL [non min] copt Orig W-H Sod tat 

xpovous (—Ltxkavouvs) B* (non W-H) with boh mss BDASE 
FJLO 26 (see Horner notes in sah vol., not clear in boh) 

This is immediately followed in B® at xx. 10 by Kat katpo 


(—ev) with Latin, whereas boh have distinctly ca: ev caipw. Hence, if 
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boh® had been following B* in ver 9, they might have adopted a different 


expression. 


I say this to guard against the retort that the boh mss* 


reported above were perhaps following B®. [Aliter expr. aeth: et moram 
fecit venire. | 


Luke 


xx. 40. yap (pro 66) NBL 33 36 57 108 213 Paris” boh sah. 


(The rest vary and a nec amplius). 


42. avtos yap (pro ka avtos) NBULR(Q) min pauc et 157 892 


Paris” 1 boh sah Cyr against all others. 


xxi. 86. katicyvonte (pro KkatakiwOnte) NBL(W)XV fam 1 33 36 


XXil. 


a 


19. 
20. 


22. 


57 157 213 892 Paris® sah boh aeth syr hier, against all others 
and against syr lat and Tert™. 

As icon g is not extant here, I prefer to attribute this to 
coptic influence, and should certainly follow Tert who is 
extant here, not to speak of the body of Latins and e repre- 
senting Cyprian, and not to speak of syr cw sin pesh which 
oppose syr hier. 

It will be noticed that the former group known to Tisch and 
Hort has been added to by W (xaticyvcare) VY and Paris”, 
but they are rather birds of a feather. Yet I would give the 
additional testimony all the weight desired, and still say 
that the strength of the position remains with the Latt 
and Syrr who are completely agreed except for syr hier 
whose defection rather emphasises this as an unnecessary 
“improvement.” In any case a change from xatafiwOnte to 
Katiayvon7e is far more probable than an attempted emenda- 
tion of katicyvonte to xatatiwOnre (the Latins express in . 
two words). 


ev n ede OvecOa To macya Most, but BCL and D 892 [but 


not N rell| omit ev. Not so latt, so the omission is ruled out 
from Latin sympathy. The ev is desirable here. Upon 
reference to the coptic we find ev present but transferred quite 
to the end of the verse (it so appears in Horner’s translation 
of sah but does not do so in his translation of boh although 
the expressions employed are identical in both versions). The 
coptic says ‘‘ this which ”’—as if reading 7—‘‘ is numbered to 
slaughter the passover in.” 
— eis (ante Tnhv eunr) Be" Cf sah boh. 
Order: kat to Tornpiov wcavtes NBL Paris” boh sah syr 
hier (non al.) W-H Sod txt 
ove (pro kat) NBD*LT 157 zsem Paris” boh sah (against 
all others incl. W and syr hier). a d Orig om. 


31 init. —erte Se 0 Kupios BLT Sod**" sah boh Bas 1/2 syr sin 


36, 


[contra syr cu et rell omn et contra WY 892 Paris*”| 
de (pro ovr) NBLTD Sod’ Paris’ LauraA!4 e d sah boh 


Luke a 
XXII. 


XXlll. 


ov. 
39. 
57. 


68. 


6. 


cae 


29. 


32. 


36. 
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To (pro ta) NBDLQTW Sod’ (B & G) 1157 b d sah boh (syr) 
—xar (ante ot pabntar) B*V Paris®” Sod*"4 sah aeth (boh") 
Order: ove oda avtov yuvat (pro yuvat ovxk oda avTov) 
NBLTXYV 213 Sod*? [non al. minn] sah boh arm only, 
against the rest of Greeks, all Latins, and syr7r. (—yuvas 
Dre); 

— pol n aTONVONTE NBLT Sod’ boh Cyr (fam 1 157 

Paris” sah habent pot) 

—yariratav (post axovoas) Only NBLTT" boh (against sah syr 
lat and the rest) Sah is very definite AE TYAAIAAIA, and 
892 Paris®’ do not omit nor WY. If NBLT managed to 
influence boh, how was it they did not influence any others ? 
Not even Paris” which has been running very close to them 
for many verses past. Surely it was boh which influenced 
NBLT. If NSBLT influenced bok how was it they (or their 
common ancestor, for they have indeed a common ancestor) 
did not influence sah? W-H follow this small combination 
for omission. I would not dare go against the beautifully 
emphatic character of the phrase in sah and syr cu sin. Soden 
adduces only one new witness, 6371, yet excludes. 


. aveTreuryev Yap avToV Tpos Nas NBKLMTIL minn pauc f 


130'** 892, Paris®’ (—yap), sah boh 
aveTreurpa Yap vas Tmpos avTOV Rell et tt aeth; syrr arm 
(avtov pos avTov) 

This is rather an interesting commentary on the previous 
reference. The change of sense is so complete here, but 
witnessed to most carefully by both coptics. In fact sah says 
“But Herod also found nothing against him; for he sent him 
to us...” while boh follows the Greek method: “‘ But neither 
Herod also; for he sent him to,us...” Observe that aeth 
opposes sah boh. 

Om vers ABKUTT'II (A here replaces 8) 892 Sod®*" a vg* 
sah boh [non omn] Dd syr cu sin aeth place the verse after 
verse 19. 

Six boh Mss and the correctors of four others have it. 

+ar (ante Kotrtar) NBCNT'X 892 min [non Paris*’] and 

so sah boh [non W®} 

Kakoupyot dvo NB W-H only as it would appear. The 
sentence runs a little more smoothly thus: nyovz7o0 de Kau eTepor 
Kaxoupyot dvo, instead of: yyovro Se Kat etepot dvo KaKkoupyot, 
but sah boh support NB. [Soden adds nothing new]. 

mpocepxonevor o£0s mpoadepovtes avrw NABC*L Paris” only. 
This involves the omission of «az before ofos and is supported 
by ar and boh (sah also avtw per’ ofov, minus mpoc deportes 
avtw). The absence of «ac between the two participles 
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Luke 
; seems a little rough and contrary to N.T. usage. The 


inference is coptic influence. Observe A joins the group. 
This is immediately followed by : 
Xxili. 38. —-yeypaupevn NBLT! Sod'*" sah boh (contra mundum) 
ibid. —ypappacw EA. kar Pop. car EBp. S| Habet 8] BC*L 
Paris” sah boh [non omn] to which add a syr cw sin, but against 
all else and Cyr. 
40. emitipwv avtw e¢n (pro emetiwa avtm Aeyov) NBC*LX 
213 Paris®*’ 892 boh™ [non sah] (syr eat edn) 

43. —o mcovs NBULT! Hust 26 e* sah boh contra rell et contra 
Chr: (“ot pavixaroc—eTiraBopevoe Tov Ywplov tovtov haciv ”— 
elTev 0 XT‘ aunv apnv...) 

44. car nv 1d woe wpa extn (pro nv be waer wpa extn) BC*LT" 
597 892 boh [non sah]. On the other hand ND some latins 
and Orig™ have «ac but not +7dn. This plus 76 is found 
however in boh owog, NE PNAS SHAH NAXKME NE, 
(while sah is NE T1Maw ae NxIco Me [sah has ae, correct 
Tisch]) and nowhere else. All the others oppose. Here is 
the ‘‘longer”’ text then once more in BL [not N]. It is not 
from the parallels in Matt. and Mark, and must be an old error 
from KAIHNA€WCEl, the oe having remained after ca: was 
introduced, and being copied as «cae nv dn. If this be dis- 
allowed, there is no alternative but a bohairic influence on BL, 
because boh could not get it very well from the Greek as he 
must have looked well at the place, for 9, Hau is introduced in 
a different order, viz. between wpa and extn, the wae being 
apparently dropped (as in sah" aeth and 157 y“" vg®), but there 
is room fora great muddle here, because the word for wcex 
(=a or fare) is very like the word for wpa.t BL boh here 
are a unit against the rest. How it occurred must be thought 
of in connection with the other coptic sympathy, which 
fluctuates between bo and sah. As NS does not share the 
addition here the place will bear more study (Cf +n at 
Xxiv. 29), 

45. The passage tov nAvov exderovtos of NBL would follow 
naturally here, but so much has already been written about it 
that I forbear. Nor have I touched at all on Lukei. 28, ii. 14, 
33, vi. 1 48, xxii. 43/44, xxiii. 34, xxiv. 42, as these passages 
have been discussed before, and ii. 9 I merely record above. 

49. kat ae yuvatkes B Paris’ sah [Soden adds nothing] 

50. ayabos Sixatos Bet sah soli [Soden forgets this] 


+ This 597 (Venice Marc i. 59) in Gregory’s Emendanda is not to be confused with 
579 (Paris%). 


t Hence NA, TULA, the moment or the hour. 
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Tuke 
XXIV. 32. @S éNaAXEL HUulLY EV TH 0b@ (— Kar) @S Senvouyev HW Tas ypadas. 


This is often the Coptic method. The omission of the copula 
is observed in NBDL 33 syr hier and boh sah only (copt omits 
the second ws as well). The passage is not without interest 
for B maintains the two clauses (although without copula, 
= copt) while Origen ELEVEN TIMES, with a bcel Amb Aug 
syr cu sin, omits the first ws eXaner. 

44, ev T@ VOW favoEews KaL TOLS TpOdyTals Kat Warpuos. SoB 
and Paris”. ev tots mpopyntais says N, kau ev Toes 
mpopntats L, and these three groups agree in one, but, proving 
certainly that it was not sincere copying, they disagree in 
detail, while the supporting authority, namely sah-boh, has it 
yet differently thus: ev (Tw) voww pwevoews Kat (lit. weTa) TOLS 
mpodntals Kat (lit. weta) TOLS Warpors. 

Only the coptic adds tors before Warpors. 

W-H manage out of this slight difference to slip in the 
reading of B alone! They say nothing in the margin, and 
they have just rejected B’s single readings (avavz7a in this 
verse, +xaz in verse 39, te for dcate verse 388, nyyxav verse 28, 
avtous for kat autos verse 15), and behold it is not B at all as 
a whole which we are getting in W-H here, but pure W-H 
intuition which is the ‘‘ neutral”’ text ! 

AT. Kat KnpvxOnvat ere TM ovo“aTL avToUV peTavolay els (pro Kat) 
adeow auaptiov es Tavta ta eOvn NB sah boh, to which add 
syn Pe [against the Old Syriac]. So that W-Hf text is 
satisfied to follow NB copt alone with “syr vg” [cw not 
extant, siz not known to W-H]. Soden has no new 
witness. 

This is in a different class from others placed under ‘‘ Improvement,” 
for here NB have two cases of evs following each other, and to them on 
this occasion it is not apparently abhorrent nor to W-H nor to Tisch who 
follow. It is possible that all the other authorities, including syr vet, 
revised here to avoid this repetition; but it is also possible that the coptic 
is responsible, for Paris*’ does not follow NB here, nor does our new 
witness W agree with them, nor V. 

Tisch justly remarks that in St. Luke can be found both expressions 
Barticpa petavoias ets adecwy (ili. 8) and dovvar petavotay Tw top. Kat 
agbecw (Act vy. 31), the former supported by Mark i. 4. 

The only thing to be said here about Coptic is that NB are agreed 
with C*LNX 33 213 and the coptic, against the rest, in following this in 
the same verse with ap£apevo: for ap£apevor, again against Paris” and W, 


+ W-H text es, marg. ca. Souter reverses this; xa: text, evs alternative reading 
at foot. Soden retains cat in his text. Yet if NB sah boh are wrong here, why does 
Soden think them right at xxiii. 6, 38, 43, xxiv. 82? 
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and in the next verse (48) de is omitted by sah bok with NBC*L, while 
ete omitted only by BD Sod"” d Aug (aeth boh) is more striking. 


Latin (and Coptic). 


There are a good many of these combinations with the small 
group containing B, but they need not be dealt with specially. Some 
places appear however clearly to have influenced B. For instance : 


Luke 


xvii. 24. —ev Tn nuepa avtov BD 220 soli inter gr cum abd eins 


xvi. 4. 


Ne) 


et sah (aeth) W-H. Cf. Merx vol. It. p. 348. 
peta tavta 8¢ BULQT* 892 Paris’. This against all other 
Greeks including S and D pera Se tavta, but the Latin is post 
haec autem a f iq vg, postea autem e (while bc d ff, 1 omit 
autem) and both coptics say sxeenenca mar ae. . As Tisch 
points out, in Luke x. 1 peta de tavza there is no change 
among the Greeks. We have to go to Matt. xxvi. 73 for wera 
uxpov de. Westcott and Hort religiously follow BLQ. 

This I believe however to be very ancient Latin influence 
from a Graeco-Latin, because in the same verse the tendency is 
strongly Latin against Coptic, for NBLX Hipp 157 Paris” 892 
with abce f fil m vg say ovde avOpwrov instead of Kat 
avOpwrov ove of the rest of the Greeks Bas Chr Dam. And 
the coptics both turn the phrase without expressing an ovde 
[a few boh do 7/24]. 

I may further point out why I think the Latin is old 
enough to have influenced the BLQ text here. Three 
verses beyond, at: 


. BLQ, this time joined by NY 892 Paris? and (e), write tev 


EXNEKT@Y AUTOU ToVY BowYT@Y AUTM NuEpas Kat VUKTOS, Whereas 
ab ffilqr simply omit avte (or the “mpoo avtov”’ of the other 
Greeks Mac Bas Chr Antioch Dam cd f Iren™ Tert™™), As 
a matter of fact, if we want to choose between pos avtov and 
avtw I should strongly incline to follow Tert and Jren'™ who 
are strengthened by Basil Chrys Damasus etc and the other 
fifteen Greek uncials and all the cursives [D* = Sowrtav 
avtwy, d qui clamant ad eum. Tisch omits to notice d for 
ad eum]. But the omission may be the more basic (syr does 
not omit, and sal has ETWu ED par € poe). 


. €Eovdevourtes (pro eEovPevovrtas)  B115 259** ds oS al?, No 


other Gk uncials. In connection with what I wrote above, 
note that, against the imperfect of most Latins (but e 
contemnunt, d spernent) a has spernentes. Possibly therefore 
B got this from such a Gk-Latin. W-H do not follow. 


It is found in Tregelles’ margin. 


Luke 
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xviii. 10. But it seems very difficult to separate Latin and Coptic sym- 


xxii. 10. 


si be 


48. 


49. 


64. 


pathy. For here B with (D)RX 71 213 says eis (— 6) gapicatos 
Kat oO eTepos TeXwvNS, Which corresponds exactly to sah 
Oov& owvhapicaioc Ne MKEOCA OwTEAWHMHC Ne, 
whereas bok Wowar MEeovPapiceoc Me MNIKEOCAI 
NEOSTEAWHHC TE. 

Unus..unus, unus..alius, wnrus..alter of the Latins of 
course does not help us without articles, but the conflict 
between boh and sah, where NS and the mass follow doh, and 
B with only DRX agree with sah in suppressing the first 
article, is really noteworthy in view of what has gone before. 
These little places it will readily be seen are quite interesting 
and worth attention. W-H have eis in text, and o in margin. 
Another conflict between S and B follows. 

B with L only and N°W fam 1 218 892 Paris” (Sod adds °°) 
e vg arm Orig Cypr reads of the Pharisee: otafews tavta 
mpos eaviov mpoonvx.t instead of A(D) ete: otades mpos 
€avTov tavta mpoonvy. and thus also a goth syrr Bas 
Antioch. 

N* with be f filq rand sah aeth OMIT rpos eavtov. This 
omission might be taken for the “neutral” text if you will, 
but, would you believe it, W-H follow B Orig and Cypr in 
their text (with pos eavtov tavta in their margin), and not a 
word about omission! Now the conjunction of e and Cypr with 
B sah and Orig is clearly Egyptian, Africa and Greek-Egypt 
combined, while Basil with the mass oppose, and the bulk 
of the Latins omit. D d = xa@eauvtov and seorsum. Therefore 
W-H produce an Egyptian text again once more and not a 
“neutral’’ one. And there is nothing ‘ pre-syrian ’” about it, 
since the old syriac goes with the mass against B. 
els Hv (pro ov) © NBCLY 2*"sem Paris” (X ev n) latt sah boh, 
but against ov of fifteen uncials including D and d ‘‘ubi”’; 
(157 distinctly o7ov), ov eay five remaining uncials (perhaps 
from Mark ozrov ear). 
wnoous Se (pro o 8 wnoovs) NBUTX 157 892 Cf latt Jesus 
autem, and boh sHC ae TEXA¢] (sah rexe 1c; sah™ 
Tlex€ ae ic). (Paris*’ omits copula with sak and syrr.) 

That the conjunction with Coptic and Latin is not fortuitous, 
consult :— 

[xupte] —avtw NBULTX [non R, male Soden] again Paris” 
71 213 892 sah boh lq 

(r@ xuptw D et domino d; Dno Jesu aeth) 

—eTuTTov avtov To mpocwrov kat NBKUMTII copt and 


Tt W shows Egyptian preference for evyerac and Paris” nuxero (for mpoonuyero), 
I X UX mpoonux 
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Luke . 
some Latins. I enter it, as erurroy was apparently known 


to Marcion here as well as to the rest of the opposition. + 
Add iy. 5. — 0 S:aBoros evs opos vnrov NBL lat mult sah (boh) Cyr 
contra rell et syr 


Traces of Syriac. 
Luke 
ii. 19. mavta cuvetnper Ta pnuata (—Tavta) B 77 129 225 a (of 


syr sin) Soden does not bother to add the cursives. 
51. mavta ta pnwata (—tavta) N*BDMW a e (cf syr sim sch 
pesh arm) 
iii. 83. Eopev B y*"? [male Sod i**| b (d) vg syr W-H 
v.18. +avtov (post Oewar) BLE 157 syrr sah boh aeth | W-H] 
29. pet avtou (pro pet avtwov) B fam 1 22 Paris’ diatess (hiant 
syr cu sin), Kat’ aytov 69 [non fam] 
vi. 26. —o matepes avtov B 604 syr sin sah [non boh nec rell verss | 


ix. 2. —Tovs acbeves B syr cu syr sin Dial W-H 
x. 42. papiay B 1 Paris” J syr W-H 
x1. 46. xau adtoe +upers B alone among Greeks with Paris®*’ Sod**’.. 


Latt all apparently et zpsi, although a Latin may exist 
with et vos ipst. But this dpets practically replaces avto} in 
the syriac (oAufo). W-H do not add. 

Cf boh (aliter expr sah). 

xvl. 3. cxantew ovk toxvw KAI eraitew aroyvvopa. All syrr and 
diatess (no latins) and B alone of Greeks. But B is supported 
by both coptics and aeth (see under Coptic influence) and I 
am inclined to attribute this xa to coptic influence on B, 
the coptics having previously imbibed it from a Graeco-syriac. 

Notice both coptie and syr say otay petactabo EK rns 
olxovouias in the very next verse (xvi. 4) with NBD min 
alig (avo LX 892), while the majority of Greeks are content 
with the partitive genitive. W-H have ex, but ignore +xat 
of B. 


+ These things must be weighed carefully. Take for instance soon after, at xxiii. 2 
it is a difficult question whether nuwy belongs after cOvos (‘ evpopev Siaorpedovra ro €bvos 
[nuev]”). It is added by NBDHKLMRITMY min®™ it vg sah boh syrr arm aeth, but 
withheld by AEGSUVWXTAA min plur MarcionEpiph bis Hus Cyr Thdt. Here Marcion 
adds kau karaAvovta Tov vopov kat Tous mpodpntas. Observe however not roy vouov nuav 
even here. (This addition is followed by a good many Latins, most of whom say 
‘‘legem nostram,” but in Marcion ney is absent in both places). 

Notice that W does not have nuav, so that the omission now goes back in our Greek 
documents to Iv century. Notice that 157 Cyr (1 q) have rov Xaov nyo for ro ebvos NHOV, 
possibly from xxiii. 14, which is an interesting control reference because ipwr is absent 
there. Vv 13/14 run: wevdaros be ovvKadecapevos Tous apxtepers Kau TOUS apxovTas Kat TOY 


Aaoy eumev TpOs avTovs Tpognveykate Lot Toy avOpwrov TovToY ws arootpepovra Tov Naoy Kat 
dou eyo... 


_ 


B IN ST. LUKE’S GOSPEL. DAL 


k 
Xxi. 5. dudackwv Kal orns ts lovdatas cat apEapevos... NBLTT' 
Paris” only with syrr, vg codd omn [ praeter W]| add xaz, 
against the rest of Greeks, all Old Latin [ praeter aur] and 
sah boh. 
This is a very peculiar place. 
Right on the heels of it comes xxiii. 6 (see under Coptic) 
where NBLTT" and boh only omit yadAaay after axovoas. 
Sah x€ TYAAIAAIA does not, nor syrr, nor latin, nor 
the rest. 
xxiv. 13. Order: ev avtn Tn nuepa noav Topevouevoe NB syr Hus W-H. 


NB Syr Latin against Coptic. 


ii. 14. te rouncwpev Kat nyets (pro Kat ques Te ToL.) NBC*LWE 
1 [non fam] fam 13 892 Paris” beef ffi gil q syr sah (om Dd 
Evst 7) contra boh et rell 

Add perhaps 

iv. 40. eOeparrevev pro eeparrevaer BDWY [Sod non Lake] 21 

yor* Sod’ ** latt syr-W-H™ Sod™ Orig? 
Xxill. 2. +xae (post eh. NBLT 106 892 Paris’ Sod? "8! only, 

plus it [except a c] syrr arm W-H and Sod tat against rell 
with sah boh. 


Syr Latin and Coptic. 


Xxili. 39. ovys ov ev (pro e ov ae) NC*BL (BL omit Aeyov, NC* do 
not), ab ff r (nonne), sah boh (xe gan NOoK AN Ne NCC) 
syr cu sin hier [non sch pesh| arm aeth W-H et Sod tat 
contra rell omn Sod™ et Paris” et Orig’. 

Om e ov a usque ad fin vers D de. 
xxiv. 24. —«av tert. BD [non min] latt syrr°™ sah 1/2 boh** W-H [nil mg | 
38. ev Tn Kapoia (pro ev tats kapdiats) BDabcde ffl gat vg™ 
[hiat r.| sah aeth W-H (Dial ews tnv capdiav) (Tert™* in corda) 

I group this here, although the sy77 are all pointed for the plural 
to-day, because it could so easily be basic in an ancient unpointed 
copy. 

A single letter also in boh of similar shape x for m makes the plural 
(all boh Mss) against the singular of sah. The Latin evidence is so large, 
it is strange to see all syrr (g ¢ s] h as Horner has it) marked for plural. 
The Latin evidence for the singular must go back very far. 

The history of the text is thus deeply involved at a tremendously 
early date. See full exhibition of evidence in Part II. and note s yr sim 
(Lewis ed. 1910). 

R 


242, CODEX B-AND ITS ALLIES. 


Syr Coptic against Latin. 
Luke ; 
vi. 26, —01 Tatepes avtoy B 604 sah syr sin (—o1 wat. Sod*") 


Habent & rell et latt boh syr pesh arm aeth. 

Xvi. 3, oxamtelv ovx cayvo KAI eraitew arcyvvonat So B alone of 
Greeks with sah boh aeth and syr (sch pesh cu sin [non exstat 
hier]) W-H refuse this reading. 

17. Kepaay pay B sah syrr (om prav boh) W-H™* | Negl Sod 
sah syr | 
play KEpaav N rell et latt. 


Examples of Synonyms. 
i. 6. evavtoov NBC*XW 73 239 892 Paris’ [non Sod™™*"; om. 
Sod” | Cyr W-H & Sod txt against rell and Orig. 
76. evwruov (pro mpo mpocwmov) NBW Sod* Orig 1/2 [non minn] 
W-H |non Sod]. 
li. 3. eavtou (pro diav) NBDLWEY 2" Paris’ Eus W-H Sod tat. 
Cf Matt xiii. 24 ev tw aypw avtov ~—Plur (eavtov B) but ev to 
tdL@ aypo D Hus’. 
57 ev tn wa matpioe NZ 892 minn™ Prpare e¢ 
Sod [non W-H™*] (pro ev tn watpidi avtov reli). 


Homovtoteleuton. 
Consult xiv. 1 - wy (post apyovrev) NBK 892 [non al.] [ W-H]. 


Form. 
Xl. 28. audiater B*! et W-H tat [nil in mg} 
See xviii. 12. arodexatevw NB et W-H [nil mg sed non minn. |, and other 
passages referred to elsewhere but not separated in this Gospel. 


Luke 


GRAMMATICAL CHANGES. 
Change of Voice. 


xv. 17. ‘eis eavtov de eXOwv edn (vel ever) Toco pucOtot Tov TaTpos 
fou TEPLOTEVOVGLY apToy.” 
meptacevovtat BAPT fam 1 [non 131] 94 Paris” Hust 2. 
Sod#3 143" Tisch adds ‘ cato* U8 sehoP @ sears 
TEplocevovelw S and all the rest including W. 
This is clearly an “ improvement” confirmed by the “ fidus 
Achates ’’ Paris®’, but disclaimed by the other “‘ good”’ cursives 
and rejected by 131 of the 1 family. (Hust 2 occasionally has 


’ t P and also A are found in this neighbourhood largely with B in some questionable 
places. 


Luke 2 
Wie 


viii. 50. 


iv. 29. 
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curious and untrustworthy readings.) Such an occasion could 
not be missed of emphasising a knowledge of the proper voice 
to employ here. 

The Latins add nothing, but the syr emphasises by ‘“ quibus 
copiosus est panis.” - 

I cannot conceive it possible that an “‘ Antiochian”’ revision 
has been so complete as to displace an original meprccevovtar 
from all our Greek Mss except the handful named above, for 
there would be no reason for the change; whereas the change 
from tepiccevovew to Tepiocevortat is a ‘nicety’’ which is 
quite in line with the sense. From what I have observed 
from continuous study of the characteristics of what are 
known as our important cursives, others besides those named 
above would surely have preserved wepiacevovtar. Neither N 
nor W nor 604 nor 892 agree to change mepiocevovow. W-H 
follow BAP, but not Soden here. 


, 


Change of Mood. 


taOntw (pro tadncerat) BL Sod" and these aALone of all 
our authorities, but followed not only by Hort, but also by 
Tisch; and not only by Tisch and Hort but now also by 
von Soden in his text! Thus does the Egyptian reading (for it 
is Egyptian) commend itself with this slight support to the 
moderns, and for the self-same reasons. Soden only adds 
“bo?” and neglects sah. Boh" go with BL and so do all 
the sah codices. See Horner in Sah, p. 120. 


Imperative. | 
miatevoov (pro mucteve) BLE [non minn vid] W-H.. As to 
this being a real preference, consult vii. 20 29 in this chapter 
where BS are alone together, once for a change of order, 
again for a change of preposition. 


Infinitive. 
As to wote and eu TO, 
wate KaTakpnuvicat avtov NBDLW Paris” fam 1 13-69-556 


[non 124] 22 33 604 892 237%! 259%! Sod? 178 1260 cont Opi 


W-H Sod 
els To KaTakpnuvicat avtov Fell et V (om. 346) 
( Soden’s *°? omits wore, and his critical fam* has pos to.) 
Note that the infinitive follows, which, while not unusual 
after wore,t looks as if Orig were improving evs to rather than 


+ Cf all mss at Matt xiii, 32 wore eAOew ra Trereiva. 
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244 


1 Cor. 


Vill. 


. 22. 


19. 


. 42. 


eck dy 


20, 


wake 


18. 


ta 


5. 


oe A 


xii. 


p2: 

8. 
Ls 
10. 


33, 
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Antioch changing an original wore to es to. More suspicions 
because in coptic the Greek word wove is transliterated. It 
looks as if ess to had been translated O,WOCTE in coptic and 
had then reacted on NBL, but as D joins, the matter can be left 
undecided. Note however that Winer (Eng. edition p. 400) 
says “In the Byzantine writers the use of wore with the 
infinitive instead of the simple infinitive is peculiarly common.” 
Winer then refers (pp. 400 and 743) to the use of @s etotmacat 
in Luke ix. 52 by NB (alone with a b el q) for wate etotpacar 
of practically all (sah omits wore and ws: simply ecoR Te sah, 
while boh 7 mss has ewocTte, 12 Mss pgwwcae, 2 MSS 9,u00Cc 
with NB). ‘Tischendorf does not admit s into his text 
but leaves wore, remarking “at ws mimis emendationem 
prodit.”’ 

For evs to in the Gospels generally, observe the remaining 
cases Matt. xx. 19 es To eumarEar, Matt. xxvi. 2 evs To ctavpw- 
Onvat, xxvil. 31 es To ctavpwcat, Mark xiv. 55 evs to Oavatwoat, 
Luke v.17 es to tacOa, Luke xx. 20 ess to mapadovvat, in no 
case changed by any except in Mark xiv. 55 where D (and 2°°) 
substitute wa POavatwcovow as the latin, and in Luke xx. 20 
es 70 Tapacovvar is changed to wate mapad. by NBCDL y* 
[not by the other min which acted so in iv. 29]. 

Exs to is not found-in St. John’s Gospel, but is to be 
observed in Clement's 1st Epistle. 

I submit that wove is a correction by Alexandria for evs to, 
and not that wore is original in Luke iy. 29, xx. 20. 

As regards es to outside the Gospels, note: 


els To e£arerpOnvar Changed by NB only, to tpos to efan. 
els TO weTakv caBBatov NarnOnvar 


els TO oTNPLXOnvaL 

i. 26, iv. 11, iv. 16, vill. 29, xv. 16, Eph. i. 12; James i. 18, 
els TO Ewart; Cf. Ets TO wy evar 1 Cor. x. 6 infra. 

els TO Noyto Onvat 

els TO yeverOat also vil. 4; also Phil. iii. 21, but some omit. 
€lg TO UTTAKOVELY 

els TO KapTohopynaat 

els TO Tapatnwoat 

Phil i. 10 evs to Soxtpatew 

els To BeBatwoat 

es To Teptcoevery all and Orig except B 57 Sod which omit. 
evs TO Eo OueLy 


els TO EcOlELY Kat TriveELW 
els TO paryew 
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1. 4. es To duracBar nuas changed to wa to by FG only (¢. lat) 
Vu. 3. es To cuvaTrobavew 


» 9, @otTe by3 35 115 dal. pauc. 


Vill. 6, es To TapaKadrecal nuas 


Gal. 
. i. 17. es To Katapynoat 
Eph. 7 : 
an 18. evs To evdevac changed to wa odate by FG only (cf. lat) 
di. 
1, 23. evs TO avadvoat Most and Clem (—es DEFG; —es 
1 Thess. To A ntioch) 


il. 16. es To avatTAnpwcat 
ill, 2, 13. es to otnpréac 
5. els TO yv@var 


10. es To wer (ets To evdevat, 17 only) 
2 Thess. 


1. 5. es To katak&iwOnvar 
ll. 6. ews To amoxarvdOnvat 
10. evs To c@Onvat 


11. es To micTevoat 
Heb. 


ll. 17. evs To tNacKkec Oar 
vil. 25. evs To evtuyxavely 
Vill. 3. eus To Tpocdpepery 
ix. 14. evs To NaTpevery 
28. evs TO TOAD avEvEyKELY amapTLas 
xii. 10. evs To wetaraBev 


xill. 21. es To Toincas 
Jas. = 
(i. 19. evs TO akovcal...ets TO NaANCAL) 


And with negatives: 


Acts 
vii. 19. evs to wn SwoyovercOar 


ix. 18. es To wn KaTaypnoacbaL 


x. 6. evs To uy eLvat 
2 Cor. 
iv. 4. es To wn avyacat 
2 Thess. 
li, 2. ets To un Tayews carevOnvat 
Heb. 
x1. 3. evs To un ex hawouevey To PETrOpEvov Yyeyovevat 
1 Pet. 


ii. 7. ess To wn eveoTmrtecOat 

iv. 2. es To unKete avOpwrreav eTiOupials 

Here are over fifty cases of es to with almost no variation among 
mss. I think it isa significant fact that NB change es to to wate once 
only and that is at Acts ii. 19 THE FIRST OCCURRENCE AFTER THE 
GosPELS END. After that they seem to accept the fact that evs ro is 
Lucan as well as Pauline and Petrine, for at Acts vii. 19 they do not 
change, nor afterwards on over fifty occasions. We should ponder 
this. It seems to me to be a most illuminating study and I think the 
observation is new: as are also the inferences conveyed in the following 
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sections.t The scribes of NB in their N.T. copying seem also to have 
been influenced by some O.T. phraseology which lingered in their minds. 
Observe ta OeAnuata once by & (Matt. vii. 21), once by B (Mark ii. 35). 


Change of Case. 
Genitive absolute. 


As to St. Luke we have no cases to report throughout the whole 
Gospel of a single change from dative to genitive absolute, and this for 
the simple reason that St. Luke does not use the dative absolute [if we 
except two passages, ii. 5 ovon eyxvw, and vill. 27 efeAPovts de auto, 
which are not, properly speaking, absolutes]. This is quite illuminating 
as to the action of the NB group in St. Matt. and St. Mark. Had 
‘‘ Antioch” been guilty of changing their genitives there to datives, surely 
we would see the same thing in St. Luke. I have not found one single 
instance! And it is not for lack of material. For although St. Luke is 
not partial to the genitive absolute, it is used on at least forty-five occasions 
in his Gospel. 

Luke is rather partial to nominative absolutes (vill. 33, xiv. 21, xvi. 
14 etc. etc.), occasionally an accusative absolute (xiii. 16), and avoids 
genitives by using nv d:daccwv as at v.17, where D substitutes (with d c e) 
avtou didacKovtos, or as at v. 29, where for ot noav pet avTwy KaTaKELpeEvol, 
D (d e) have ov noav pet avrwv xataxepevov. Again, at vi. 17 for 
Iepovcarynu etc. D substitutes car addov todcwv ednrvOoT@v. Very 
frequently the Lucan expression is cas eyeveto...as at: 

Luke 
xiv. 1. Kae eyeveto ev Tw ENOELY avTOU 
Xvi. 22. eyevero Se avoOavew Tov TTwyYov Kal aTreveyOnval avToV 
xvil. 11. «ae eyeveto ev Tw Tropeverbat 
14. Kae eyeveto ev Tw UTayELY avTOUS 
xviii. 35. eyeveto de ev Tw eyyiferv avtov 
Cf Matt xx. 29 kav exmopevoxevoy avTwv 
Mare x. 46 xat epyovtar eis lepiyw Kar extropevopievou AUTOY 
aro lep. 
xix. 15. «au eyeveto ev Tw emravedOewy avtov 
29, Kat eyeveTo ws nyyioev ets BnOdayn Kar SrBaay 
Cf Matt xxi. 10 Kar ecedOovtos avtov eis Tepoo. 
Mare xi. 1 Kat ote eyyfovew evs Iepoc. 
xxil. 66. Kat ws eyeveTo nuepa 


t+ Hans von Soden, in a recent unflattering review of my ‘ Concerning the Genesis 
of the Versions,’ pretends that I am bringing coals to Newcastle or iron to Essen, and 
that all I have brought forward is already well known to the savants. If so they keep 
very silent about it! 


Luke 
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xxiv. 15. Kau eyeveto ev Tw ofideW avToUs 


30. Kal eyeveTo ev TM KATAKNLONVaL avTOV 


51. Kae eyeveto ev Tw EVOYELY AUTOV aVTOUS, 


holding this to the very end. 


Note xvi. 9 wa oray exrerrn; also vi. 20 Kat avtos emapas Tous 
ofParuouvs avtov...edeyev, Where the Latins say elevatis oculis; also 
vili. 50 0 de Incous axovoas. Most it = audito hoc verbo. 

Yet of genitive absolute we can observe the following : 


Luke 


(xil. 36. 


anh eee Wee 
xiv. 29, 
32. 
xv. 14, 
20. 


. NyEmovevovtos THs Lupias Kupnviov 
. avaBawovteoy avtwy (all except D de aveBnoar o1 yovers avtou 


exovtes avtov. aveBnoav Sod''**) 


. NYELOVEVOVTOS ToYTLOU TLNATOU TNS Lovdaras (D Hus eritpotrevov- 


tos....) followed by tetpaapxouvtos...pirurmov oe... 
Avoaviov. 


. Tpocdokwvtos Se Tou Naou Kat OraroyiGomevov TAaVT@V 
. Kat Inoov Barticbevtos Kat Tpocevyomevou 

ay... 2. 
. Ouvovtos d€ Tov nALoOU 

. yevouevns Se nwepas (Cf Mare 1. 35 cat mpat evvvxa Mav) 
. TANMpUpNS SE yevouerns 

. non S€ AUTOU OU MAKpaY ATEYOLTOS TNS OLKLAS 

. aTeNOovtwy Oe Tov ayyeNov ' 


ouVTENcoOELT@Y AUVT@V 


. MN) EXOVT@Y avT@Y aTrodouVat 

. TuVLOVTOS Se OXNOU TrONNOU 

. TAEOVT@Y SE AVT@V ' 
. apvoumevoy d€ TAaYT@V 

. €TL aUTOV NaNOUYTOS 

1%. 34. 


. KaTeMovtwv avtov (all except D xatedOovta avtov and d 


tTauta d€ avTou NeyovTOS 


descendente eo; om. avrwy Paris®’ Sod; kateXOovts Tw ww 
est xsch Sodi**) 


. ett O€ TpoTEpyoLEvoU avTOU 
. tmavtev b¢ Pavpafovtmy 

. KAL TOpEVvopEevav AUT@V 

xi. 14. 
. Tov d€ oxdov aTrabpotfopev@v 

. AeyovTos Se avTou by most 


Tou datpoviov e&eAOovto0s (add D tava de evrovtos avtov...) 


kaxeilev e€eMovtos avtrov NBCL 33 Paris” W-H™ Sod tat 
wa edovtos Kat Kpoucavtos (+autTou A 251 Sod** °°") 
Only Meth = wa edNovtt kat kpovoavtt avT@) 

Tavta Neyovtos avtov (D de omit) 

Gevtos avtov, and tayvovtos +avTov some 


ETL AVUTOV TOPPWOVTOS 


“StaTmravnoaytos 5€ avtou 


€TL b¢€ QAUTOV MAKPAV ATTEYOVTOS 
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xvil. 12. Kau evoepyopevou avtov 
xix. 11. axovovrwy d¢ avtwv 
33. AvovTwv be avTwY 
36. mopevopevou d€ avtou 
37. eyyibovtos be avtov (Dd syr cu sin eyyifovtwv S€ avtwr) 
xx. 1. dsdacxovtos avtov...Kat evaryyertfouevov (+avrTou I c) 
.45. axovovtos O¢€ TavTos Tov Naov 
xxii. 10. evoeXOovtwv vuwv 
47. ett avtov NaNouvTOS 
53. ovtos pLou 
55. (mepiayavrav oe (+avtwy some)... Kat ouveabicavtov 


(+avtTwy some) 
60. eTt XaXovYTOS aUTOU 


xxill. 45. (tov nALou exALTroVTOS) 
xxiv. 5. eupoBev de yevowevov avtwv... (D evpoBor de yevopevat. ..) 
31. (AaBovtwy Se avtwy tov aptov am avtov D cde Orig See 


ordinary text) 
41. ett 6€ amLoTOUYT@Y aUT@V 


In all these cases, except where marked, there is no variation among 
Mss and no substitution of dative for genitive.t May we not fairly claim 
then to have caught our hare? If an Antioch revision had changed 
genitive absolutes in Matt. and Mark to dative absolutes as inferentially 
claimed by the Hort school, they would surely have done the same in 
St. Luke. But there is no trace of it here. As for Egypt, there was 
no room for change to genitive absolute in St. Luke for he does not use 
the dative absolute. [See later again as to St. John in this connection. | 


Simple for Compound Verbs. 


Here we have a check as to NB from the language of St. Luke. 
(Cf. Hobart, ‘Medical Language of St. Luke,’ passim. See also Blass, 
‘Philology of the Gospels,’ London, 1898, p. 117.) 

vy. 2. Of the washing off of the nets. 

For aremduvay of most, erruvav is used by NC*LQX 239 
299 372 Paris” W-H™ and erdAvvov by BDW 91 892 W-H™*, 
but this seems to be an ‘‘improvement’’ or reflection of 
lavabant of the Latins, for St. Luke’s diction calls for 
anetruvay (So Sod), Cf. arouaccew x, 11, expaccery 
vii. 88 44, amodovew Acts xxii. 16. amemduvav is peculiar to 
Luke, and SBD and the few offend by removing the azo. 
Observe that 91-299 revise. They are part of the 1 family; 
but 1 and the rest hold arerAvvay. arrouaccew is also peculiar 
to St. Luke. ; 

xl, 20. avtovow (pro aratrovow) BULQT 33 Paris’ d W-H, against 
the rest with &, D* and W and 892, the latter doubtless holding 


+ Methodius is the only one to do so at xii. 36. 


Luke 
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the true base, since a7aitew is Lucan, being used only by 
Luke here, and in vi. 30 in a different connection: «at amo 
Tov alpovtos Ta oa ph atratter (St. Matthew's language, v. 42, 
is different). Cf. further amedmifovtes in Luke vi. 35 peculiar 
to St. Luke and medical (Galen**), Soden wavers printing 
[am lartovow. 


XXIV. 33. nOpoicpevous (pro cvvnOpotcpevovs) NBD 33 W-H Sod [non 


W rell, non 892 Paris*’| but the compound word is peculiar to 
Luke (Acts xii. 12, xix. 25). Soden goes over to the minority. 
(Cf. also cvvadifeo@at Acts 1. 4.) 


N.B. This matter of uncompounded verbs cannot be satisfactorily 
checked in the other Gospels, but here in St. Luke’s Gospel we have for 
control the Acts as well. Observe Soden’s utter lack of consistency. 


Luke . 


X11. 


6. 


30. 


Change of Number. 


m@NovvTat (pro mwdertat) concerning the wévte otpovOia. 
Only NBY Sods fam 13 [non 124] 892 (a@dovtar) 
W-H Sod against the rest (Hpiph™"™" has. both, mwdovvtar*™ 
mwonretar*; Tert™ omits to comment on this verse). I 
cannot sufficiently emphasise that such grammatical changes 
do not show signs of a continuous ‘‘neutral” text, but of 
grammatical eclecticism, because, while fam 13 here supports, 
fam 13 is not with the changes at Luke xii. 1, xi. 53/54 else- 
where referred te in these notes. 

(N.B. we@detar is used by all [except D] in Matt x. 29. — 
Why did not NB fam 13 change there? No doubt because 
Matt and Luke represent as regards NB fam 13 recensions 
“reviewed” at different times and in divers manners. So 
Boes in Matt by NB, as the coptic, in Matthew, made much of 
by Burkitt, is not found by NB in Luke.) 
enttntovow (pro emitnte) NBUT*'X fam 13 33 213 Paris” 
Sod" (latt copt) [non VW] W-H Sod. All the rest emufre, 
emphasised by D and Clem with {&rTe. The Greek verb 
follows mavta ta ¢Ovn, while the latin plural follows gentes, 
well indicated by d with quaerunt, against D opposite {ree 
after evn [so that we apply this example here and exclude 
it from Latin influence]. Paris® supports emfTovew,- but 
W emfyre. I cannot bring forward enough the admirable 
support of W in many such passages as a balancing factor 
of the iv century in Egypt. Besides Clem and D seem 
decisive for an original singular. 


. OvapepicOnoovrar (pro dvauepicOncerar) followed by ‘‘ ratnp ef 


(or emt) viw Kat vos ETL TaTpPL * NTP ETL OvyaTpL (or OvyaTepa) 
Kat Ovyatnp emt pntpe (OY pntepa Or THY pnTEpa).”’ 
The plural is read by NBLTU [non V] 59 157 892 Paris*’ 
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Laura 1 Hys¢inwe WH Sod latt (against Tert™” dividetur !!) 
but opposed by the rest of the witnesses. I consider this 
emphasises the character of other changes of number by the 
B tribe when we find TERTULLIAN is definitely opposing his 
own latin mss and accuses Hort and Soden of following 
Alexandrine grammatical commutations instead of having 
discovered the true text. 

While Paris” joins B and the few Egyptian Greeks (the 
five Evst* show their graeco-latin provenance by the plural) 
it is noteworthy that W maintains dvauepicOncetar with 
sah and boh™. Sah is noteworthy and perfectly definite, 
witnessing with Tert at the same period of time, for, instead 
of Beenie the verse with SvapyepicOncovtat matnp... it 
Says tatnp dtayeploOnaceTal META TOV ULOU AUTOV, VLOS META TOU 
TATPOS QUTOV. «ee 

xxl. 25. ecovrar onweca NBD Sod’ latt copt W-H (pro eorau rell) 

The presence of D in the combination here is insignificant 
as the latins all use erwnt. Possibly B was influenced by the 
ecovrat added in verse 24 (see under ‘‘ Order’’), but it looks 
as if this were a grammatical preference by NB and the 
coptic here clearly agrees with them. (Soden refuses ecovrat 
here). 

NB are sometimes divided as to this (showing that our con- 
tention for ‘‘improvement’’ is justified). See: 

iv. 41, eEnpyovto Se cat Samovia NCX, Sod? 1 33 267 Orig 

. et Sod 
but e&npyeto here ABDW and the rest. Notice on which side 
Origen is found. W-H are in a difficulty and place e&pxero 
in the text, but e€npyovro in the margin. 

Note for other examples that in coptic after oyAos and such plural 
nouns in the singular the verb is in the plural number (Tisch. p. 127 on 
Matt. xx. 29 ex Schw. “in lingua Copt. numerus sing. vocis multitudo, 
turba, construitur cum num. plur. verbi).” 

That the singular verb after neuter plurals is the regular New 
Testament usage, and not any classical revision at Antioch, may perhaps 
be illustrated from Luke xviii. 27: ta advvata rapa avOpwros Suvata 
Tapa tw Jew extev, where all Greeks agree—against the Versions—and 
where the second century witness, Theophilus of Antioch, is extant and 
confirms eotuv. 


Change of Gender. 
Luke : 
xv. 14, Aupos tryupa NABDL 1 33 1381 213 892 Paris’ W-H 
et Sod, 
ALMOS La YUPOS Rell omn et fam 13 (vide infra) 
Both genders being found in classical writers. 
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Note. At Luke iv. 25 Axuos peyas stands in all [as to W see below | 
(except fam 13 and that is divided, 13-69-556 giving peyady and 124-346 
retaining weyas) so that if any argument can be based at all it clearly 
accuses NABDL of changing in xv. 14, for there fam 13 remain constant 
against them for scyupos. (In Schmidtke’s edition of Paris” he gives 
feyas in square brackets, which generally indicates an omission. So ¢ J.) 

In the third place at Act xi. 28 Axuov weyadny is found by NABD? 
some minn (see Sod’) against Amov peyay of D*KHLP al. Chr Chron, 
so that NAB are between two stools, leaving weyas in Luke iv. 25, having 
Heyannv in Act xi. 28, and coyvpa in xv. 14. In other words they change 
twice out of three while the other authorities give the masculine 
thrice. 

If we use W for control here we discover something, viz., that while 
that Ms leaves La XUpos alone at Luke xv. 14, it actually remembers to give 
peyaryn for peyas at iv. 25, where NB do not change, so ae circa, 315 A.D: 
in Egypt the feminine was preferred. 

xix. 37. mepp Tacwy wv edov duvapewv All Greeks but B and 
Paris’ Meth? who have ravtwv [D has tavtey but substitutes 
yewwouevev for duvauewyr | 

If B is correct, we are to infer that Luke considered dvvauis to be 
masculine, and all the others corrected the gender for him, except B and 
Paris*’, who reproduce the “ neutral” ‘pre-syrian”’ original, before it 
had been revised in Antioch! But W-H refuse to follow B here. They 
admit therefore that B does not speak for the inspired writer at this 
place. And if not here, how much less so in many another place. 

Note. The shorter text (which perhaps B was aiming at) is found 
in syr cw sin which eliminate the yevouevwv of D (conflated by Sod°® 
fam 13 to ywvopevov dvvayewv, allowing tacwrv-to stand) and have 
nothing but travrwv, “everything,” discarding masculine and feminine 
and employing a real neutral expression. 

Note also, next verse 38, B seated alone in solitary grandeur with a 
unique o epyouevos o Baccdevs in the very centre of a beautiful conflation 
[for Paris*’ goes with D], the halves of which are given to us by NH e / 
and Origen (0 Bacidevs), and by DWA* some latins ten Greek minuscules 
- including Paris’, aeth Method Tit Eulog (0 epxyouevos). 


Exchange of Prepositions. 


Luke 
717 * pay ee txt 
i" is ae tee ee a HL. (Soden adds nothing). 
xii. 54. ee dvopwv (for avo ducpor) Only NBL 64 Soa*#é*, 


Tisch adds “al.? neglexer. conlatores,’’’ but this does not 
appear to be so, and even Paris® and 892 have azro (ex Sod‘). 
So has W. Add for ewe sah with EX paAr ot, and aeth 
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“towards.”’ So that ez is clearly Egyptian and not ‘‘neutral.” 
Yet Sod follows Hort here. 
See also i. 26 azo (pro vio) under “ Latin,” iv. 35 a7’ 
(pro ¢&), iv. 38 azo (pro ek). 
ii. 39. emectpepay (pro vrectpewav) (%*) BE only with W Paris” 
W-H (non Sod) [In ii. 45 vrectpeay remains constant by all 
vi. 28. mepe (pro umep) of praying for those who persecute us _— by 
NBLWE 604 Paris’ only [not 892 nor any other cursives]. 
Not by coptic (both versions exer) and opposed by Justin®”” 
Dial Clem’ Orig t Eus™*, yet calmly adopted by Hort and 
Soden in their texts, without marginal alternative. It is 
scarcely credible, but it is so. t 
Clement’s two quotations are clearly Lucan, and so are Hus” 
(besides one ex Matt). vumep is Matthaean says Tisch (“‘ vrep in Mt non 
fluct”’) and he adds ‘‘ Apud Le meps et Act viii. 15. Paulus utrumque 
saepius sed Col 1.3 meps a permu in vrrep mutatum, non item 1. 9 viep 
in mrept.” 
Let us examine a little closer. 
The syriac is circumlocutory as usual, and will not help us. The 
' same preposition is used in Matthew and in Luke, and in these two 
places only does tpocevy occur in the Gospels as to praying for persons. 
(In St. John mpocevyoxa: does not occur at all; and evyouar does not 
occur in the Gospels.) 
In Acts we find only one instance :— 
vill. 15. ovtwves kataBavtes mpocnvEato TEpt avT@V (all Mss) 
The other places are only concerned with ‘‘ praying.” 
x. 9. mpocevEacbar rept wpay extnv of course does not enter into 
consideration. 


Turning to the Epistles, we find (the list is exhaustive) : 
Col. 


1. 3, mavtToTe Tept UuwY TpoTEeVYoLEVOL NACD°E*KLP 
en TERI aas BD*EK* FG 
9. ov TavoucOa UT Ep Um@V TpoTEVXOMEVOL KaL aLToUmevoL alll 
iv. 3. mpocevyouevol apa Kat TEPL NU@V all 
1 Thess. 
v. 25. AdeAgor tpocevyecde rept nuwv (FGP vu7rep) 
2 Thess. 


i. 11. E’s 0 kau rpocevyopeba mavtote wept vuev (all; ep’ FG) 


il. 1, To XNourov mpocevyetbe aderXpot wept nuov all 
Heb. 


xill. 18. mpocevyecOe Tept nuwv all 


+ Orig seems to prefer urep. Consult Matt. xxvi. 28 rovro yap eotw To atya pou ms 
cans SiaOqkns To uTep woAA@v... D Orig and Cyr against the rest for repu. 


t Von Soden also falls into this a and he absolutely ignores the Patristic 
testimony for uzep in his notes. 
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James 


v. 14. kat tpocevEacO@ow et avtov (em’ all; some em’ avtous) 
16. Kat evyecOe uTEp adrAnr@Y all 
3 John 
2. Ayarnre wept TavTMV EvyouaL all 


(Hph vi. 18 hardly applies: dca maons mpocevyns Kat Senoews mpocev- 
XOMEVOL €V TTAVTL KALNPW EV TTVEULATL KAL ELS AUTO AYPUTTVOVYTES 
ev TaGN T POOKAPTEPNG EL Kat denoes TEPt TTAVT@Y TMV AYLOWV. 
Here wep: is the reading of most, but vzep is read by 
DTH HG.) 

We find then that in the Epistles of St. Paul he used as Tisch says 
utrep and meépi, and the Mss are not able to confuse the issue. But we 
may note two things, first that wepe is the more frequent Pauline 
expression, and second that in Col.i.3 N and B disagree. From the 
solitary example afforded in St. John’s third Epistle we may take it that 
mept is Johannine.f On the other hand u7ep and em’ are clearly St. James’s 
preference, and the Mss agree. 

Thus we establish uzep of St. Matthew and St. James by preference, 
mepe of St. John, and St. Paul on both sides (with wep: predominating), 
while St. Luke on the one occasion in Acts has 7repe (all Mss). 

We now return to St. Luke vi. 28 and the reason for weps of NBLWS 
Paris” { appears more clear, for mept to them was—numerically speaking 
as to the passages involved—more familiar to the ear and perhaps 
appealed to their desire for grammatical uniformity more than v7ep. 
(The Latins do not vary from pro.) I believe in a preference here by 
these mss, for we see NB not only in conflict at Col i. 8 over this 
‘matter, but there we actually find D*K* corrected by D°H? from vaep 
to wept. It is to be noted that NB abandoned the coptic exen and 
that both coptic versions support uv7ep in St. Luke. The alternative | 
which caused Hort to favour zeps is that vzep is ‘‘ Matthaean” and 
therefore a revision by the mass in St. Luke. This is a doubtful con- 
clusion. I would prefer to allow the same latitude to St. Luke which 
has been kindly allowed to St. Paul of using either expression when he 
saw fit. 

We shall never agree on a passage like this where we have only 


- . one quotation in Luke and one in Acts by which to steer, until we 


establish definitely the character of our witnesses. I therefore arraign 
NBL& here for wilful change on account of their other bad record in 
such matters. 


And I proceed to fortify my case’ by asking why, in a delicate 


+ Yet at John xi. 50, xviii. 14 we note avép. amoOavn urep tov daov. 

t I take this occasion to observe that on such occasions the presence of Paris’ 
does not strengthen the case for NBL at all. It is a ms clearly descended along the 
same lines, and its presence only emphasises immensely the absence of other important 
minuscules, 
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passage like this,t where our scales call for additional weights on one side 
or the other, we are to neglect Justin, t Dial, Clement of Alexandria, § 
Origen, and Eusebius. Origen and Eusebius and NB are very sympa- 
thetic on most occasions, yet here they go apart. And Clement is 
exceedingly definite as to the quotation being Lucan, for he uses (both 
in Strom and Paed) urep tov exnpeafovtwy and not d:@xovtwr as 
Matthew. Yet we calmly disregard these Fathers because NBLW2 604 
Paris” wish it otherwise. This is absolutely unscientific. It presupposes 
that Clement was not as wise as Hort; I mean it presupposes that 
Clement did not stop to consider, like Hort, that vrep wa3 ‘‘ Matthaean ” 
and therefore he must not use it in Luke! It presupposes that Clement 
forgot St. Luke used sep: in Acts vili. 15, and that mepc was therefore 
Lucan. Clement breaks free from these trammels and he tells us as 
clearly as can be that vzep is correct in St. Luke. When Clement is 
backed by Hus and Origen, I think we may safely say that we can really 
venture to disagree with Dr. Hort and Tischendorf in this place and 
request that u7ep be restored, and wep kindly consigned to the margin, 
for the Hortian margin has nothing today opposite the place. 

The arraignment is not quite ended. Iam going to show that NB, like 
Dr. Hort, turned up St. Matt v. 44 for instruction and ‘ control’’ as to 
urrep being ‘‘ Matthaean ” and therefore wrong in Luke. 

They must have turned to St. Matthew, because in Luke vi. 33 
(parallel Matthew v. 46) they give us a reading which can only have 
come from Matthew. 

In Luke vi. 33 init., instead of kat eav ayaboromte tous ayaio- 
movovvtas vuas...&B—(corrected in, or refused by Paris®’)—alone say 
kat yap eav... They have no support. Neither coptic version does it. 
Not one single boh or sah Ms has this. The Syriacs do not do it. 
The Latins do not doit. The Gothic does not doit. It comes simply 
and plainly from Matt v. 46 eav yap ayarnonte tous ayatevtas 
UILAS). oe , 

NB retain the Lucan « az and add the Matthean yap. 


+ mpc and umep were early interchanged, for Polycarpad Phil vi. cites Romans xiv. 12 
aS: kau exagtov umep eavtov Aoyoy Sovva instead of wepr of our mss. At John xvii. 20 
W and Paris’ are to be observed substituting vmep for meg secwnd in the phrase: od mepe 
routwy S€ epwt@ povoy, adda kal UTEP Tay MLGTEVOYT@Y dia TOV Aoyou aUT@Y ELS ELE. 

ft eyo de vaw eyo evyerbe viaep tov exOpwov vpwy kat ayarrate Tous pio. vas Kat 
evhoyelte Tovs KaTap@peEvous vu Kat evyerOe UTEP TV exnpeatorvray vpas. JTustin®?, 

§ Hort himself (‘Notes on Select Rdgs.’ p. 181 col. 2) is not above considering 
Clement’s text to be the best. Let us hear what he says. He is commenting on 
Heb, xi. 4 “ paprupovvtes emt trois dwpois avtov tov Oeov] papr. em ros 8. avtov te 
“Oe@ N*¥AD* 17? aeth Euthal cod* papt. em tos 6. avtw tov Oeov Clem. ... 

“The reading of the best mss is apparently a primitive error, due to mechanical 
* permutation, the true reading being that which Clem alone has preserved. The common 
“text, an easy corruption of either of the other readings, gives substantially the true 
‘* sense,” 
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Observe further that L does not do it, nor W nor WV nor D nor 
fam 1 fam 13 28 33 157 and the rest,t and I think the case is complete. 
If the reader is not convinced then we have idolatry gone mad over NB. 
&? corrects, but not so Hort, who prints «az [yap] eav... 


The case goes to the jury. Will the next Oxford editions persist in 
mepe and yap ? t , 


[As to XaPewv (pro avoNaPevv) in the next verse (Luke vi. 34) the case 
is quite different. Here LE, missing in vi. 33, join NB reinforced by W 
(157) 237 Paris*’ Sod®*** and Justin. (Soden quotes Just for azron.) 
Thus must we differentiate between the textually probable as here, and 
the impossible as at yi. 33]. 


Change of Order. 
Luke 
1. 21. ev Tw ypoviferv ev TW Vaw avTOV (pro ev TW Xp. AUTOV EV TW Yaw) 
BLEWY 2” Paris W-H [non Sod!] (contra rell et S) 
(—ev Tw vaw 108 142 604 al?) 
iii. 16. azrex. Neyov Tacw o Iwavns (pro aTek. 0 Lwavyns aTract AEeyov) 
(8)B(L) 892 e Orig W-H et Sod (contra rell qui variant, et 
D emuyvous ta vonuata avtwy evrev, et syr vet evmev avTots, 
Hus arexpwato o ww. tantum) 
iv. 29. wxodounto avtey (pro avtav wxod.) NBDLW fam 13 33 892 
Paris® [non Sod] a ¢ de W-H et Sod txt contra rell et Orig. 
vy. 2. am avtwyv amoBavtes (pro atoB.am avtav) (S)BCDLW 383 
892 Paris” Sod” a W-H Sod against the mass and coptic syriac. 
But R Sod¥? b ff 9. lq r vg omit am avtwy, and e omits 
anoBaytes at avTwv. 
Query. Is not —az avtey the “neutral” text here as 
—ev Tw vaw in i, 21 above? 

. vi. 42. exParevv transferred to the end of the verse by BW fam 13 604 
892 Paris*’, just this group alone with W-H Sod, against & and 
all the versions. 

“vill. 23. evs Thy Aypyny aveuwou B Paris” a W-H™. (Om. es 7. rep. it”). 

ix. 13. 4) aptoe wevtre S*B Paris®* alone with W-H™ for 7) mevte apto. 
In Mark (vi. 88) it is Kaz yvovtes Neyouow * wevte Kat Sv0 
txOvas (without aprovy. In Matt. (xiv. 17) it is ov« eyouev woe 
€l [LN TEVTE APTOUS... 
But here we are helped as to the idiosyncrasy of NB in 
Luke, for again in Matthew &* makes a change, writing 


+ Von Soden does not accept yap in his text, but gives the evidence in his notes as 
** F{S1—2* Ja 133” — BN* 604. But he has misreported my 604 (Greg. 700) for 604 does 
not add yap nor did I say so. I reported —-yap, that is —yap before ayaprodou. 

t See also Postscript on page 488. 
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aptous et wn wmevte. Clearly then it was a micety of 
order that NB were after in Luke ix. 13 (duly recorded by 
W-H in their text 'dproe mévte! and margin 7évte apror) but 
unsupported by Greek or Latin mss or by Coptic or Syriac. 
The secret is very simple and abundantly justifies Canon 
Cook’s remarks about the danger of following Origen in 
niceties, as here NB. The reason for this change of order, 
where they outdo the coptic, is that the «car dvo tyOves is 
changed by coptic to cae vyOves dvo, as also most uncials (not 
DLR) and a of Latin. It is a matter here of tasteful 
harmonising of the two orders, 
napTol mevtTe Kat txOves dvo 


instead of 7 wevte aptot Kat txOves dvo which I believe to be the true 
text, if not 7 7revte aptou kat dv0 vxOves. 
x1. 11. aitnoe: tov matepa §=B 254+ W-H™ ~~ ef sah. 


Xl. 


1. mpoceyete eavtors amo THs Gupns nTLS EgTLY UTOKpPLOLS 


tov dapicacoy (instead of tys Cunns Tov haptoatov 
nTts ecttv uToKptots) by BL Sod**" e sah against all 
others including Paris*’ 892 boh Epiph Tert™® and Lucifer. 
Apart from the unlkelihood of this order, which reads most 
peculiarly, 7s Gupuns...umoxpeots without article before vzo- 
xptots, it has not enough Ms support to justify W-H and Soden 
in placing it squarely in their texts. Not a word about an 
alternative reading in their margin. Imagine such extra- 
ordinary critical methods! Nothing in ‘ Selected Readings’ 
in Hort. 

It is true that sah supports this, but sah sees the weakness 
of the Greek in this order and says “‘ the leaven, which is this, 
the hypocrisy of the Pharisees,’ supplying the article to 
hypocrisy of which we feel the need in Greek here. 

Clearly then BL Sod®*" (Sinai 260)¢ e represent this 
Egyptian recension, and this order has nothing to do with 
“the true text” or a ‘‘ neutral’ text. The other Greeks, 
Latins, and the Syriacs are dead against it, and boh 
emphasises ‘‘ which is their hypocrisy.” 


. TH Oe €€ vu@v pepimvev Svvatar ere THY NALKLAY avToOU 


TpocOervat pro 7. 6. & um wm. 8. mpocOervar ewe THY 
nrtxtav avtov. Only B and Paris” against the order of 
Matthew (vi. 27 all Mss) as well as against Luke. Here 
again Paris” is the only new authority supporting [contra- 
dicted by W]. W-H get the order of B into their text, but 


+ Von Soden forgets Matthaei’s 254, but adduces one new witness 5 371 (Sinai 260). 
} Here is another case where the addition of this codex weakens the case of BL. 


Luke 

xv. 7 
as oA be 
xvi. 9 
xyinn. 2. 
Rigel 1, 

18. 
oie. we 
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have the grace to place the alternative order in their margin. 
Souter’s edition goes back to the old order as does Soden. 


+ OUT@S VaAPAa EV TW OUPAVW@ EOTAL (for OUTWS Kapa ETTAL EV TH 


ovpavw) Apparently only a preferential order by NBLY 33 
157 892 Sod?**? (Paris) W-H Sod as opposed to all others and 
versions including copt. Add for the change V and Paris”, 
but not W. (Om. ev tw ovpayw Laura’). 

eltrev O€ 0 uLos avTw (avtov 209 Paris”) BL fam 1 157 Paris®” 
Sod™* only of Greeks with (b d) sah and boh W-H Sod; against ~ 
evtmev 6€ avtw o vios §=6°® and all other Greeks with Jatt and 
Byer (Cpr ta). } 


. €avTols Toincate (pro moncate eavtots) If N*BLR W-H Sod 


(alone) are right, how comes it that not only the other 
uncials and cursives oppose but also Clem Bas Thdt; and 
Clem Chr it vg arm aeth copt syrr Iren™ Orig™ ™* Tert 
with the alternative wounoate vw? Yet Soden religiously 
follows Hort against them all. 

Toy piKpev Tovtev eva (for eva Tov pix. TouTov) NR* BLY, No 
other authority except 892 Paris” and Westcott and Hort 
and Soden. 

There is no excuse for following NBL here; it is simply 
idolatry. It presupposes that every other document and all 
the versions have changed the order. No reason can be given 
for the change. ore for. one (a) and ow in NAIKOTex! might 
mislead an eye in closely written coptic script (sah is Nowa 
nnerKowt; boh NOTA! NMAIKOCX!) but it is most probably 
hiatus which offended NBL, viz. the collision of vowels in 
cxavoaricn eva. Perhaps Sod’?°® (—twv pixpwv), a Sinai codex, 
has the secret and was derived from the parents of NB. 

See xv. 4, xxii. 50 under ‘‘ Genitive before the noun.” 

eyyus evar lepovcadnp avtov (for eyyus avtov evvar lepovcadnp)” 
Only NBL W-H Sod and against coptic. This would seem to 
be an effort at improvement. Observe MQ 157 fam 1 and D 
which fluctuate here. 
Aeyov n wva cov Kupte (for Neywv Kuple n «va cov) Apparently 
an improvement by NBL 892 Paris” W-H Sod only against all 
others (except Sod**°*" ff arm which omit «vpte). Possibly 
xvpte stood in margin of an ancient exemplar and NBL put 
it in the wrong place. Mrs. Lewis has correctly observed that 
many corrections in the old papyri (things which no doubt 
the dvopAw77s corrected) were misinterpreted by the ancients 
(hence what Merz calls ‘‘ Wanderwérte”’). Observe xix.* 25 
—xupie B* sol. Often in St. John S omits xupre. 


. KaL elTmav ReyovTes Tpos avtov (for Kal eLmay Tpos avTov 


Aeyovtes) NBL fam 1 Paris” Sod*' ¢ ff i l vg W-H Sod 
8 
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xT: 
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against most, but CD 63 64 d e f q sah boh arm syr aeth 
omIT and fam 1 omits ca exrav. Hence the “ shorter” text 
is with them, not with NBL, which W-H follow. I would 
like to know by what name the critics would call this reading 
of NBL. (Von Soden adduces a new witness 6 371 [Sinai 260] 
with eXeyov auto). 

ou de yewpyou e€aTectethay autov Seipavtes Kevov So only NBL, 
against all others and versions: o de yewpyor Setpaytes avTov 
efar. kevov. I can see nothing favourable to this reading of 
NBL, which W-H and Sod adopt; indeed there is a collision 
between despavtes and xevov which seems intolerable. Being 
thus by far the ‘‘ harder” reading it might be thought that 
there was revision in others, but none of the versions indulge 
in this. Some of them repeat avrov twice, but always ‘ beat” 
before they ‘send away.” Indeed we cannot follow NBL in 
such things. If they really represented a basic, neutral, original 
text, we might even follow here. But I think enough has 
been said already to quiet this ghost and put it aside for ever. 
Nothing could be clearer than the parallel in Mark xu. 3 
Kat NaBovtTes avTov edelpay Kat aTecTetNay Kevov. Hort and 
Soden fly in the face of this. Souter is fortunately more 
intelligent here, but what of the other places where NBL 
combine? Are they to be followed there too? [Von Soden 
adduces nothing new beyond Paris”. | 

The previous passage is followed here by a conflict between 
NS and B. : 

S and most with latt syr sah having ot apytepets Kat ov 
ypauuates while B with A(C)KLMNUWIL e goth arm 
and boh aeth has ot ypawpaters Kat ov apxvepers. (Notice latt 
sah with &, and boh e with B.) If we want a primaeval 


“neutral” text we should perhaps follow sah® and Marcion — 


who omit altogether! W-H Sod however follow B and boh 
here. 


32 fin. Kat n yurn areBaver NBDL min paue [non verss| W-H 


Sod. Does not agree with Matt., but agrees with NBCDLA 
min pauc and a b (c) ffi sah 1/6 in Mark. 


33 init. y yuvn ovv ev Tn avactacee Only BL 892 Paris” W-H 


and Sod, thus supplying » yuvrvn. This comes simply from 
the change of order at the end of the previous verse “‘ xa » 
yuvn ameBavev » yuvn ovr,” the necessary correction not 
having been made by BL. The other cursives avoid this. 


. BarXovtas es to yalopurakiov ta dwpa avravy NBDLXV 


fam 1 fam 13 33 157 213 248 Paris®™ Sod'** d e sy7* Pesh Mer 
Orig W-H Sod against all the rest, against syr cw sin, against 
both coptics arm and aeth and against Basil, and against all 


Luke 


xxi. 4. 


el. 


ibid. 


B IN ST. LUKE’S GOSPEL. 259 


other Latins. Origen is here very precise, and we undoubtedly 
have his order. But is it right ? 

I only mention this here as it is so strongly against coptic 

because we flop over to them (without D d e) at: 
—tov deou NBULX fam 1 213 Paris” syr cu sin hier sah boh 
[non aeth = tov xupiov| W-H against all the rest, and against 
Latin syr " and Orig Cypr Basil. Here Soden holds 
tou Oecov. 

Now both places in NB can hardly be right. In the one 
W-H follow Origen, in the next they oppose him, strengthened 
as he is by Cypr. Basil both times goes with the mass and 
Latin. In the first they oppose the coptic, in the second 
they go with it. In the first they oppose syr cw sin in favour 
of syr" =", In the second they favour sy7 cw sin and oppose 
syr™ Penh This does not seem to be scientific. 

Kal Kata ToTous (pro Kata toTovs ka) NBL 33 Paris” 
Laura4 ™ [ — «as 892 Sod'?5%"), This change of order rather 
changes the sense. NBL would read: 
CELTMOL TE pEyaXoL Kal KaTA TOTrOUS A. Kat r. instead of 
Gelapmol TE peyado. KaTa ToOTTOUVS, Kat r. Kat r. Of the 
mass. 

The latter is supported by all other Greeks, Latins, and 
Syriacs.t Tisch cites ‘‘ cop” in support of NBL. Itis true of 
boh, but sah opposes with ‘‘ Great earthquakes with famines in 
places and pestilences.”” W-H Sod follow NBL boh, and no 
doubt wrongfully, for in the same verse, showing they were 
editing : 
poBnOpa te Kat at ovpavov cnuea mey. writes B alonet with 

1 [non fam] and W-H text. 
hoBntpa Te Kat onmera peyara am ovpavov write NLi fam 13 892 
: Paris®’ Laura4 1 Sod 11226 131" aid (sah) (boh) 
W-H marg Sod tat. 
poBnOpa te am ovpavov Kav onpera pey. write D d it syr cu 
Orig. (syr.) 
poBytpa (poBnOpa W) te Kar onuera am ovpavou pey. write the 
mass of Greeks. 

The order is extremely contradictory, so much so that poor 
aeth leaves out am ovpavov, and B and NL are not agreed, 
while Origen goes with the ‘“‘ Western” text! 

W-H calmly follow B in their text, with the reading of SL 
copt in their margin, and ignore Origen. In ‘ Notes on Select 


+ Syr sin conflates (against syr cw) ‘ and there will be great earthquakes in various 
places and pestilences in various places.” 
t See Luke xy. 4, xxii. 50, under ‘‘ Genitive before the noun,” 
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Readings’ they cite this verse, but only for a disquisition on 
the addition at the end of [? cau yerpwves| which does not 
exist in the Greek, but is found in some latt and syr cu 
[against sin] and Orig™. 

Kal aly“ad@TLGOnoovTaL Els TA eOvn mavta (for Kat aty. ets 
mavta ta eOvn). Only NBLRY 124 [non fam] 892 Paris*’ 
Laura‘ !°! sah boh and so both W-H and Soden. 

Is it conceivable that in all such places sah boh followed 
NBLRY (LRY not then in being) or is it not far more likely 
that the definite coptic order, with THpove last, influenced 
these Mss? They are all thoroughly ‘‘ Egyptian” as shown 
elsewhere, especially R. Now observe what happens at the 
end of the same verse. It is an addition and does not properly 
belong here, but we will place it here for illustration : 


24 fin. Instead of tAnpwbwcw Katpor eOvwr (as practically all and 


xx. 42. 


45, 


Eus bis) B alone says mAnpoOwow Kat ecovtTat Katpot 
cOvwv ; closely followed by L 892 Sod®*" wrnpw8wow Karpot 
KatecovTat Katpor eOvwv. There is no other support but 
boh [non sah] which agrees with the form of L. 

W-H place the B reading in their text in square brackets. 
Sod adopts that of L in square brackets. [D d omit xaspou 
eOver. | 

Why should all other authorities but boh drop cas ecovtat ?? 

I submit that it comes from boh (seeing the influence of 
coptic order earlier in the verse) and that it definitely fixes the 
date of bohatric behind B. 

(In this connection note xxi. 25 init ecovtar of NBD 
Sod*° W-H [for ectar rell et Sod txt] for boh uses the same 
form e~csecyuumt just used previously in 24 for the addition 
common to BL and boh in verse 24. From ver 25 this ecovtat 
probably crept back, but curiously enough L uses eoras in 
verse 25 contra NB. ) 

TOUTO TO TOTNpLOV ( pro TO TOoTNpPLOV ToOUTO) N (N* rouvto To 


~moTnptov TovTe) BDLQT Sod” 157 892 Sod °° (both at Sinai) 


Evst 48 49 2" WH" f ff d aeth sah (boh) against all others and 
Paris’ and against Orig Tert Dion Bas Dam, yet followed by 
W-H and Sod. (Tisch forgets to put sah boh with NB etc.) 
Paris®’ forsakes B here. Sod misquotes **°® (w*"), 

EUPEV KOLLWMEVOUS aUTOUS (pro evpev avTous Koiw.) NBDLTV 
min perpauc [non nov. Soden, non W Paris*’] W-H Sod and d 
‘‘dormientes eos ”’ against all the rest. 

This is a kind of accusative absolute (not referred to by 
Winer or Blass). Hence, I take it, this change of order as in 
the genitive absolute efdovtos avtov. The change here 
seems interesting and merits attention. 


Luke 


wxtie 7 1. 


xxi, * 8. 


38. 


43. 


Sse Le 


13. 
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In Matt. xxvi. 40 the expression is evpev avtovs xafevdovtas, 
XXvVl. 43 wadw evpev avt. xaO., Mark xiv. 37 evpicxer avtovs 
Kabevoovtas, xiv. 40 evpev avtouvs Tadw Kabevoovtas. Observe 
that in Matt. xxvi. 40 L (only) changes the order to cad ev- 
dovtas auvtous. This seems very significant. 

TL €TL EXOMEV papTUpLas Ypelavy (PrO TL ETL YpEelaY eXomeV 
Haptupias) BUT (252 Paris’) W-H and Sod tat against N 
and all others. 

e& txavev ypovwv Oerwv (pro Oerwv e€ txavov) NBTT'X fam 13 
(157 Laura‘) Paris 892 Sod’ ¢ W-H (e& txavov tov xpovov 
597 ‘ Emendanda’ Greg) (e€ txavov xpovov W). The order here 
in some others is rather confused, but we oppose sah boh and 
most. It seems again a preference like the genitive before 
the noun [see beyond]. (e& txavov Oerwv WV teste Lake, and 
Sod without knowing it; see note as to 6 6.) ° 

0 Bactrevs tov lovéatwy ovtos NBLT! Paris” a W-H Sod 

(D 124 de ff +ear7wv) contra rell et contra Orig. 

apnv cot Neyo (pro aunv Neyo cor) BC*LT' [non minn| pers 
arm W-H Sod tat (contra &, contra rell omn, et Patres permultos) 

Cf B alone at John x. 1, x. 7, and xiii. 21 vuw reyo. Cf 
W 174 (Sod**) alone at Matt. xviii. 19 vu Aeyw, and note 
vu eyo at Matt. xxi. 27 by MWAII) fam 13 71 al. paue. 
Evst 48 bce fin hq vg™4 and Origen bis, and note Origen”. 
This appears to be the PERSIAN method. Soden does not 
follow in Matthew but does in Luke. 
ems TO uyna NADov (pro nO. eve TO wvnua) Only NBLT' 124 
Dion Hus 2/3 W-H and Sod txt against all others and Tert 
allud. and latin and syrr and coptics, and Paris”. 

I may say here that in such cases (see also particularly 
xxiv. 7), if sah or boh had been founded on NBL [instead of 
sah boh influencing NBL] some trace of such orders would 
probably be found. Not only is this not the case, but at the 
end of this verse there is an addition in sah of edXoyfovTo Se ev 
eavTals Tis apa atroKuMcel Tov ALOov found only in DT' d and ¢ 
(see Mark xvi. 3). 

Further than this, the omission of car tives cuy avtais of 
NBC*L 33 124* lat boh Dion Eus does not occur in sah which 
has the clause with Paris” and the rest. | 


. Tov vtov Tov avOpwTou ort det (pro ote det Tov vLoV Tov avOpwTov) 


X*BC*LT' a only with W-H Sod, against °C? and all the 

rest and Marcion (apparently quite certainly) and Tertullian 

and coptics (both; Horner’s English order in boh is misleading) 

and syr. 

€V AUTN TN NEPA NoaY TropEvopeEvoL NB syr aeth Hus 
Po. 1 W-H [non Sod] against all others: 
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Saw 49 fin. e& vpous Suvapey (pro dvvauty e€ vious) Only NBC* L 33 
Paris” Hus Cyr™* 1/2 W-H and Sod tat. 
This looks like a ‘‘ nicety’’ of Hus opposed by all others, all 
Latins, sah boh aeth, all syriacs arm Cyr™* 1/2 Chr Thdt 
etc. See ante about such changes of order. 
I would like to notice that Paris*’ while agreeing here, 
absolutely disagrees with the changes of B in verses 47 
and 48. 

Nots. I ask particular attention to the omissions of Soden’s codices 
at Mount Sinai, where NB vary the order. These younger codices 
probably represent the old exemplar with additions in the margin 
incorporated by NB in the wrong places. 


Imperfects (taking the place of aorists or historic presents). 
Luke 


iv. 40. eOepamrevev (pro eOeparevcev) BDWYW? (Sod) 21 v"** Sod*° 
latt syr (Orig prob) W-H and Soden“ who refuses the two 
following examples. 

v. 28. The imperfect nxodovGer (following catad\irov) of BDLWE 
69 (contra fam) 604 892 [non Paris*’| a W-H perhaps comes 
under this head. There is at any rate a noticeable preference 
at times in Alexandria for the imperfect over the aorist. The 
other authorities including N write nxodovOncev, and I regard 
B’s imperfect as an attempted improvement. I do not believe 
the others would have changed yxoAovGer if it had stood here 
originally. Sod has nxoXovOncev with the majority. 

ix. 34, exeoxiatev (pro emecxiacer) also comes under this head. It 
is read by NBL 157 Paris®’ [non 892] Hust 47 x‘* Sod®*? 
W-H, and again a@ comes to join us of the Latins (see else- 
where as to a@ and B*).. 

(As to choice of expressions hereabouts cf. ix. 35 exde- 
Aeypuevos for ayarnros.) 


49, exwdvopev (pro exwAuvcaper) NBL= 157 Paris” a b e l 
W-H Sod (etiam NBD"LA Mc ix. 38). 
xiv. 16. ezrover ( pro emrouncer) Only NBR fam 1 [non 118** 131] f 


W-H Sod against the rest and Clem Orig Eus‘* Bas Tert and 
Latins. Surely W-H might have spared us this graphic 
touch! (They have no marginal note at all.) The phrase is 
avOpwros tis emover Sertvov peya(v), and emovee would hardly 
have been removed if original. Remember the preference given 
by Alexandria so often to the imperfect. (erovercev Sod”), 


t Von Soden adduces no new witnesses for emore:, yet he places it in his text, for 
the imperfect appeals to him (see elsewhere) and he is merely falling a victim to the 
Alexandrian “ use” as others have before him. Yet he only selects 5 out of 8 of the above. 
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Luke 
(Matt. xxil. 2 ezouncey is the reading of all, but the others 


were not accommodating to Matthew at-ail for it is clearly 
seen elsewhere that in St. Luke NB and the Egyptian group 
are under the influence of a special recension.) 
xx. 27, ernpwtwv-(pro emnpwtncav) —_B (fam 13) 157 Paris®’ Laura‘ 1 
only with a again and W-H™. | 
xxill. 18. avexpayov (pro avexpatav) NBLT et T' 4 124 [non fam] 157 
892 Paris®*’ Sod’ (no others) a Cyr W-H Sod txt against all 
the rest. 
47. edokake ( pro edoéace) NBDLRYW [non Sod] 892 Paris” 
Sod’** cdq (eff) Cyr W-H Sod txt | Soden wrongly excepts 
Paris®* and cites Q (e 4) |. 
[Once xxiii. 836 NBLT’ Sod'*" W-H (alone). change everarfov 
to everravEay and this is discovered to have the support of sal. 
Soden baulks at this. | 
As to 
x. 19. dedwxa (pro didou1) NBC*LX min pauc it?! Orig etc. dope 
is supported by Justin Iren™ Hus ¢ d and syrr who confirm 
the Greeks headed by D, and I suspect NB of ‘‘ improvement ”’ 
in a contrary direction se with their dedwxa. 
Observe Tert™™ lib: a Qais nune dabit potestatem calcandi 
super colubros et scorpios.’ 

[In St. Luke there is a noticeable absence of the use of the Historic 
Present (see Sir John Hawkins, Horae Syn. p. 24: “only in. vii. 40, 
vili. 49, xi. 37, 45, xxiv. 12? 36? in contrast with Matthew 78, 
Mark 151”’’) so that we are prepared for but moderate revision by the 
Alexandrine school; and here we see that the critics contented themselves 
with the substitution of some imperfects for the aorists. | 


Genitive before the Noun. 


In two cases to be noticed in St. Luke NB come in twice (T is 


wanting in the first place) and L only the second time. 
Luke 
xv. 4. Tis avOpwros e€ vuwrt exov exatov mpoPata Kal aTodecas 


e€ autov év (pro & cE avtov) NBD*W (fam 1 fam 13) 
157 Paris®’ e W-H Sod only [opposed by L all others Sod’™ 
and Method Bas’*| 
xxii. 50. «ae erata€ev els tus e€ avtwy Tov apxiepews Tov Sovdrov (pro Tov 
Sovrov tov apxiepews) NBLT fam 13 [non 124] 892 W-H 
et Sod (non W non 157 non Paris” hoc loco, non latt) 
Now this is quite an unusual position for the genitive in the 


+ 892 actually has ris «€ vuwy avOpwz7os, while retaining (e sel eigen ev €& avTo@v. 
This is a further commentary on such preferences. 
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N.T.t Consult Winer, Eng. ed. p. 193 and 239. On p. 240 he says: 
“That this position of the genitive may belong to the peculiarities 
of a writer’s style (Gersdorf p. 296 sqq) is not in itself impossible (since 
particular writers use even emphatic combinations with a weakened 
force) but at all events cannot be made probable.’ This is said at the 
end of a paragraph on the proper emphatic use of the genitive preceding 
the noun. But Winer neglects our two examples and they do not belong 
to the emphatic class (such as 1 Cor. ili. 9 Qeov yap ecpev ocvvepyot, Geov 
yewpytov, Oeov orxodoun eote). But these are generally followed by a 
nominative (Matt. xxvii. 33 «paviov toros, Eph. ii. 10 avrov yap eopev 
mroumpa, Ja. 1. 26 Tovtov watatos n Opnoxea, Rom. xi. 13 eOvav atoatonos, 
Acts 11. 7 avtov at Bacers kar ta odvpa text rec, where NABC Bas Sev 
Lucif oppose the order; see also Rom. ix. 5) and therefore are to be 
considered as a classical usage. Cf Herod vi. 2 tnv lwvav thy nyexovnv 
tov mpos Aapevov todeuov, Thucyd i. 12 tyr exewvov weddynow Tov els 
nuas dewav, Plato Legg 3.690 b rnv tov vomou exovtayv apxnv. 

But the genitive before the noun is thoroughly Aristotelian through- 
out. See, for the nearest parallel to Luke xxii. 20, tov matpiwy. Tov 
apxovta (Pol 3.20). Also tv trovTiwy Tovs aypovs (Pol 2.8) ete ete. 

Blass (Thackeray p. 99) is not very full. He refers also to 
Phil. ii. 830 and adds one other, Matt. xiii. 83 evs aXevpov cata Tpla, but 
there is no article there, and he says ‘‘in the same way that a word in 
any case without an article usually, though not always, precedes the 
genitive which it governs.” 

Blass does not refer to our examples either as far as I can see, and 
I can only regard them as exemplifying still further the independent 
position taken by the mss in question and as partaking of a kind 
of unnecessary revision. I certainly do not believe that all the other Mss 
changed the order. And it is to be observed that, whereas the 13 family 
are involved in both cases, D*°W 157 Paris®’ and L act in an eclectic 
manner and disagree on the second example. We should have to assume 
if €€ avtwy év were original that L changed it to é& é€£€ avtwy while 
retaining tov apyepews tov Sovdov, and that if tov apyepews Tov SovAov 
were original, W 157 Paris’ changed it while being content with ¢& 
avtwv év. No, I consider both to be changes made on the original text 
to conform to some idea of classical usage.t 

The truth about this seems to be that the most proper occasions 
on which to employ this order are when the noun or its equivalent is 


ft Matt. Me. rov 6. rov apy.; Jo. rov rou apy. dovdov a kind of halfway but classical 
house as 1 Pet, iii, 20 » rov @eov paxpobyyia, Heb. xii. 2 roy rns mictews apynyov. Cf Phil. 
ii. 30 ro vpor vorepnua ths Aecroupyias. Plato Rep. ras tov oie mporndakurers Tov ynpes. 

¢ The situation in Luke xxii. 50 is a little complicated. First NBLT invite us to 
read eraragev els ris e£ avtwy tov apxiepews Tov Sovdov, bringing two genitives together ; 
secondly they reverse this in the next clause, and would read xa: adewdev ro ovs avrov 
ro def.ov, instead of cat ad. avrov ro ous ro Seéiov as the rest. 
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followed by a relative. as Thucyd i. 51 ai elxoot vies ai aro Tov >AOnvdov 
avtat, av npxe Vravcwv te 6 Aedpyou Kali’ Avédoxidns o Aewyopov. 

See also in a heading to Dionysius" letter to Germanus, dy\@covow 
at avtod dwvai, as mpos Vepyavov.... where avtod following ai is 
apparently not abhorrent, so that ds may follow davai. 

Observe also in this writer at the close of the letter to Germanus 
a long list of genitives before the noun, followed by a résumé of ofa to 
introduce the next sentence: 

bcas apiOuncar Stvatar Tepl juav atoddcels, Snuevcels, Tpoypadas, 
bTapxyovTav aptayds,t akiwudtwv amobéces, bons Koopixis odvywplas, 
eraivev iyyewovixav Kal BovrevtiKov Katadpovncers Kal Tov évavTior 
aTeihov, Kal KkataBonceav Kal Kwotvovt Kai diwypovt Kal waVNS Kal 
otevoxapias Kal Toidns OXtpews Uropovny, ola Ta emi Aexiov Kai LaBivov 
cupPavra pol, ota wéxpe viv “Atuidavod ; 

Observe the position of vropovny. 

I think we may say then that in the writings of Dionysius the Great 
(fl. 200-270) we have a very good example of Alexandrian style about 
A.D. 235 [he was raised to the headship of the Catechetical School in 231] 
and that the precedence given to the genitive is considerable. Note 
further in the letter to Fabian “tov mpecButépwv poi tia Kddecov.” 
Again: “‘év voow 6€ yevopevos tpiav éENs nuepov adwvos Kal avaicOntos 
duetéXece.” 

“ unkéte Bacdvev Teipay NKaBodca * Tas yap UTép Tacav 7H TpOpaxos...” 
“crow TiWas aUTOV adXous AaBETOaL.” 

Further, in “Xaspyyov iv wvrépynpws tis NelAov Kadoupévys 
émiaxoros ToNews”” SOME MSS have 7rorAews émicKxotros, showing a distinct 
conflict as to the best method. 

Widely separated by the genitives sometimes are the component 
parts of his sentences, ¢.g.— 

“Kal ths loxupas év éavTois mictews aklav cal dvddoyov Sivauw Kal 
Kaptepiav NaPBovres, Gavyactol yeyovacw avtov THs Bacirelas waptupes.” 

or 

“Se 4 tHs Bacirelas exelvns THs evypwevertépas Huiv wetaBorn duny- 
yerTal, Kal TONS 6 THS eh Nuas aTeihhs HoBos aveteiveto.” 

or 

“oi vov Tod xplotou Tapedpot Kal THS BacireElas avTOD KOLVwVOL, Kal 
péeToxXoL THS Kpicews avtov,’§ continuing “Kat cvvdiucafovtes ab’T@ TOV 
maparentoxitav aberdav tivas trevOivous toils Tov Buoy éeyxdjuact 
yevomevous TpoceraPovTo.” 


+ Heb, x. 34. 

t Copying St. Paul’s style 2 Cor. xi. 26, 2 Cor. xii. 10. The reading of St. Paul’s 
letters is assigned as the cause of Dionysius’ conversion to Christianity. | 

§ This is perhaps a fair commentary on the method pursued by NBLT in 
Luke xxii. 50, where they prefer in a sentence of “ pairs” the genitive before the noun 
first, and in second place the genitive following the noun. 


bo 
(or) 
(or) 
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or 

“Kata TOV TOD StwyLou KaLpoYv avaKWav oYor.” 

Finally (p. 33 Feltoe’s edition) note the sentence: 

‘“tortepov O€ tives ovK OrAlyou TOV eOVOV TA eldwrAa KaTAALTOYTES 
éméatpewav emt tov Oeov.”’ 

Ta eldwra does not refer directly to €¢@vov, but the words are made to 
follow this genitive, whereas xatadurovtes Ta eidwrxa Would be clearer to 
an English mind. 

It seems worth while to consider this at some length, because we 
must get into the atmosphere of Alexandria in the first part of the 
11 century if we are to judge of possible idiosyncracies of the fore- 
runners of NB and T in ‘‘ papyrus. book form.” f 

[Observe the use in N alone of to Ney Oev in Luke ii. 21 for ro erAmOev, 
and note that it follows immediately after cal é«XAOAn Td dvopa avTov 
"Inaods. 

So in Dionysius may be observed the use of Ney #évtwv immediately 
following xaXouvpévny. The sentence is: él tovtos éxédXevoev Huds” 
amerOeiv eis Kounv TAnciov Ths eépyuou Kadovpévynv Kedpw. avTav dé 
étmaxovoate Tov UT’ audotépwr NEXOVTwV Ss UTE“YNnLaTiaOn. 

(But Justin Martyr supplies us with the closest parallel: aua to 
avaBivat adtov ato TOU TOTaMLOD TOD lopdavou THs Pwris avTO NEeXOELoNS - 
v.05 ou el ov, éyw oyuepov yeyéevvnca, Just’ °°.) | 

But perhaps a good counterpart of this use of the genitive may be 
observed in Thucyd i. 56 trév yap KopwOiwv tpaccovteay btws TimwpycovTat 
avtovs, UToToTHcavTes THY éxOpav avTaY of ‘AOnvator Loridadtas, 
oi oixovow ert tO icOulw ths addjvns, KopivOiwv atotxkous, 
éautav dé Evpmaxous Popov vUmoTterets, exérevoy TO &s Ilad- 
AnvHV Teityos KabErEiV Kal Ounpous Sodvat, TOUS TE émMLdnULOUPYOUS ExTEUTTELY 
Kal TO NowTrOv pun SéxecOar ods KaTa Eros ExacTov KopivOtor enewTrov, SeicavTes 
Ly) atoot@ow wo Te Tepdiecov meOopuevor Kat KopwOiwv, tovs te adddous 
Tovs émt Opakns Evvatrooticwot Evupuxovs. 


Note, close afterwards, Luke xxii. 53, the preference for aitn eotu 
VLOVY N wpa OVeErY 7 wpa VEwV.t 


+ In this connection observe a place in Mark xiv. 8 : ro cwpa pou say NBDLM?2¥ W-H 
with Latin order, and I consider, as explained elsewhere, from Latin sympathies, against 
pov to cwpa Of the rest headed by A and closed by AW k 6 with coptic and Sodtxt, Tischen- 
dorf remarks here ‘‘ Mc adamat genitivos ejusmodi substantivo praeponere.” This is an 
interesting observation, for it brings up the possible dowble Greek-recension in Mark of 
which I have spoken, and does not necessarily apply to the Greek of St. Mark himself. 

} This is adopted by a good many: N'BDGKLMRTXOMY a (but N* omits vor) 
against AESUVIAA, etc, but does not seem for the best, as it brings » wpa and 7 efovora 
tov oxotous together, spoiling the pair of nominatives which are distinct. Thus 

adX avtn ect vpwy 1 wpa Kai n e€ovora Tov ckorovs, instead of 
aXX autn egtiy 1 wpa vpwy Ka n eEoveta Tov GKOTOUS. 
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For this preference on the part. of Bin the N.T. see ante at xxi. 11 
where B 1 [non fam] alone have cat am ovpavou onpera. - 

Also note under ‘‘ Order” xvii. 2 tov pixpav touTay ea N* BLY 
892 Paris®” only (for eva tov pixpwv TouTwY). 

See also xxiii. 8 «€ txavwy ypovwv Oedwv bringing the participle into 
this position NBTT'X. Observe both Egyptian documents T and T’, 
which are extant together here, join NBX. 

Also observe that the change in Luke xxii. 50 follows very closely 
the change in order at xxii. 45 where NBDLTW prefer coiuwpevous avtovs 
(a kind of partial accusative absolute) for avtous xoipwpevovs, showing 
deep grammatical consideration. The change is not made in the parallels 
except by L at Matt. xxvi. 40. 

For preference of genitive before the noun observe inter alia Matt. 
xl. 13 extewov cov tHv xeipa by NBL Sod” 1 33 157, against ext. tv 
xetpa cou by the vast majority. 

This method however with the possessive is COPTIC. 

Cf Mark x11. 87 avtou eotw vios BULT* Sod? 2°* Sod'#* only out of 
Six varying orders. 


Harmonistie. 
Luke j 
v.19. wavtwy (pro tov Incov) Cf Mare ii. 12 
vi. 33 init. kar yap eav (ex Matt. v. 46) 
vill. 16. —wa ov exatropevomevor Brew TO dws (Cf Marc iv. 21) 
xi. 24, +7o7e (ante Aeyer) NBLXS Sod 33 157 892 Paris*’ 


Laura“? Sod’? Hust 48 y®" bl sah boh Orig Sod tzt. 

Notwithstanding what, by the canons of W-H, they should 
consider very strong evidence,t they place rote in square 
brackets only. It is clearly a theft from Matt. xii. 44 (where 
there is no variation) and they must have had a suspicion of this. 
Orig, as usual, (ex Luc vid) is responsible for re-introducing a 
false text into our schools and colleges and seminaries. Not 
the ‘‘ true text,” as the self-constituted arbiters of the printed 
Greek Text for the last thirty years have assured us that 
they have placed in our hands. 

The character of the eclectic witnesses as grouped (vithout 
syr or D d) should have been decisive. 

Immediately following we have the same thing : 

25. +oyoralovta (post evpicxert) NBCLRTEWV min” et Sod 

f lcopt aeth Orig [W-H]. Soden omits, although accepting 
Tore in x1. 24! 


¢ Compare Matt. xxi. 12, ‘ Select Readings’ p. 15, where they speak of NBL 13 33 
b syr hier mem theb arm aeth-Orig Chr, as “ overwhelming evidence.” 


268 


Luke 
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Again Orig brings this in from Matt xii. 44 where we read 
“Kat €Mov evpicxeL TYONALOVTA Kal TETAPWLEVOY KAL KEKOTMN- 
uevov.” 

W-H again have it in Luke, but in square brackets, having 
discovered something seriously amiss with the worshipful 
“neutral” text when it adds like this from a close parallel in 
two consecutive verses ! 

To cwopate +upov BT min alig?®+ a vg?™ cor vat* sah boh 
syr pesh [non cu sin] aeth Clem 1/2 

All others are against this addition (= Matt. vi. 25). 

But W-H have it although in square brackets and Souter’s 
edition follows without brackets. Soden rejects it. 

A glance at B in the neighbourhood will show the ms 
against T in the same verse (only support ¢ e) and in verse 20 
BLQT 33 Paris*’ W-H had asked us to accept a:tovow for 
anavtovow against all others and a huge array of Fathers 
very definitely, so that they convince the Revisers and Souter 
and they restore amaitovow to the text without comment. 


xxl. 9 fin. +00 dayew to Tacxa (post etorpacwpev) So B alone, 


61 


and boh“*§, a deliberate theft from Matt. xxvi. 17. The others 
were more modest, for a few add something. ff adds tibi 
pascha, vg" +pascha, DPW ¢ de gat sah aeth +oo1, but 
Origen again (“‘e Luca?” says Tisch. ‘ Certe quae sequuntur 
non a Mt pendent’’) rou Oedevs eToLuacouev cot TO Tacya. 
pnuatos (pro Xoyov) NBULTX 4 124 [contra fam] 213 Paris” 
892 Sod? 49 W-H R-V [non Sod]. Of Matt. xxvi. 75, 
Mark xiv. 72. 

Cf also Luc. xviii. 80 AaBn for arorkaBn Only BDM min 
pauc [not 892 Paris*"] W-H“* [non R-V nec Sod] against 8 and 
all the uncials. Xan is the word in Mark x. 30. 


Neutral and Western tied together. 


Again and again D goes with B in Luke. Is this the “ neutral” or 


what is it ? 


Luke 


_ Viel 4, 


—os init. BD Epiph only against all the rest. In W-H it 
is in the text in square brackets. But either Hpiph is quite 
wrong or he and BD are right. There can be no two ways 
about it. Then why put it in in square brackets? I have 
said that Hort did not know his children when he saw them. 
Here is a case in point. You can’t call it ‘‘ western”’ and 
“ neutral’? and you can’t call it either ‘‘ western” or 
*“neutral.”” Then what is it? 

X* clearly read ws, for N° corrects to 7ws. Sah introduces 


Luke 
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NAY Tee by xe = syr pesh ote (omitting ws). Boh has 
Tuc. W hases. It seems clear that there was something 
in the margin ‘‘ ad emendandum ”’ which misled B. 


In this connection note: 


iD 


XV. 


XVll. 


XVlil. 


XIX. 


XX1il. 


XXIV. 


3. 


30. 


24. 
21. 
17. 


35. 


24. 


32. 


48. 


-ava NBC*FLE 254 Paris” Hust 48 syr copt W-H Sod. The 
omission (also supported by lat which does not express it) looks 
like an ‘‘improvement,” for when we turn to the independent 
witness D® we find that he has it with wnc*' and even d™ 
opposite has ana (against other Latins). W has it and Sod”. 
TOV oLTevTOV pooxov (pro Tov focyov Tov attevtov) is not 
elegant, yet it is read by NBLQR Paris” Sod'*** W-H and 
Sod tat and d e but only these [not W]. The other Jatt oppose 
and with copt read very plainly vitulum saginatum, ‘ the calf 
which is nourished ” (Horner). 

[outws ectatovios TouavOpwrov| —evtnnuepaavtov BD 220 
abdeisah, boh*® [non W] (ovtws ectar n nuepa Tov viov Tov 
avOpwrou syr cu sin). W-H'* omits. Soden does not. 

ex veotntos (—pov) BD dl (syr cu sin) Dial et Tert™. 
This may well be basic. [non W.] W-H omits. Soden 
has it. ; 

euye BD 56 58 61 (all three absolutely influenced by latin 
throughout) 892 [non al. minn] Orig and lat euage W-H™, 
and Soden who had just refused — pov above ! 

After the grave omission in xxi. 34 we find BD alone 
have vios for ovtos here in ver. 35 (add T' fam 13 126 131 
Paris” Laura4A 1 c*™ Sod'*** sah boh arm Eus 1 r with the 
addition of ucos later in the verse). 

Westcott and Hort do not follow B here. Then why omit 
with B ver 34? Is B not basic in verse 35? 
ouvtws Kabws ae yuvarxes (—Kac tert) BD [non al. vid.| latt 
syr arm aeth sah 1/2 boh** W-H [nil in mg. | 
OUvXL n Kapdta nuwy Katowevn nv (—ev nut) BD d ce vg'* syr 
cu sin [non al. syr] Orig et Orig™ W-H*™* [non copt]. This 
almost looks like a “‘ nicety’”’ of Origen however, shared by the 
others. 
paptupes (—eote) BD Sod’ °° d Aug W-H only (boh aeth 

possibly). B also omits the ée preceding (not so D d). 

It is possible that the omission is an error from ymMeicecTe 
in B, but D writes KaiymMeicae as if ecte had been lost in 
eicAe. C Paris” ff, 7 vg?” invert the order: paptupes eote. 

We might go as far as to suggest that B* in: 


. 21 fin may have had mpc, that is ev ty Kota pntpos, as D d alone, 


for there is a space therein B. (Ttsch does not refer to it.) 
I mention this as there are other points as to B neglected 
in Tisch. Thus at :— 
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Luke 
ii. 40 he mentions D alone as having ynuv&€avero for nugavev. This 


is almost certainly the reading of B* (see photographic edition) 
though not reported for B. 
Note conjunction of BDW at: 
iv. 40. eOepamever (pro eOeparevoev) BD W 21 v8 latt syr and Orig 
(prob) 
43. dev we (pro pe dee) BDW 130 892 [non Paris®’] latt 
Tert (against 8 and all the Greeks). 
Even 
vy. 2. For avewAvvav, where NC*LQX 372 Paris’ have emAvvav, 
BDW 892 are not to be separated, having erAvvov. 
(N.B.—This is immediately followed in verse 3 by — tov OE, TlULwVOS, 
NBDLW 157 Paris*’.) 


FICE 


“ Neutral” “ pre-Syrian”’ “ pre-Alexandrian” misnomers for B. 

x. 21. +7o ayw post rvevpate although supported by SBCDKLXIIZ 
min’ Sod*"° et Paris abcde ffilcopt syr arm aeth looks 
suspiciously like an ‘‘addition” when Clem Bas oppose 
with f gq goth AEGHMSUVW*TAA min permult | +892]. 
Here is a case where the despised ‘‘ Antioch” and Clem prove 
to have the shorter text and 892} deliberately contradicts NB. 
The place is important. 

“Tn that hour (Jesus) rejoiced in (the) spirit (ev tw mvevuare) and said ” 

. It is here that B and company wish to add tw ayiw which seems 
unnecessary and rather fulsome. 

There is no help from Matthew (xi. 25) where the prayer is introduced 

thus : ev exeww Tw Katpw atroxpiers 6 Inaous evrev. 

Clement of Alexandria is very definite here: ayad\acapmevos (showing 

as Barnard points out that the quotation is from Luke and not from 
Matthew) your ev tw mvevuate Inoovs e€ouoroyoupar cou Tatep, dyow, oO 


Geos Tov ovpavov Kat TNS YNS OTL aTEKpUYas TavTa ato copwy Kat cuvETwV 
Kal aTexaduas avTa vnTlols * val 0 TaTNpP OTL OUTwS EVdoKLA eyEVETO 
euTpoobev cov. ; 

If we may not follow Clem here, when may we follow him ? 

Barnard’s note says “‘ Clement omits tw ayiw after mvevpate with the 
Syrian Text (including A f q).” This old bosh about a “ Syrian ”’ text ! 
It is probably the basic text which even in Alexandria after Clement's time 
suffered this gloss. 


+ This must be considered in such places. Observe how constantly 892 upholds 
B elsewhere; even to +xa in vii. 47 quite alone with Paris” of all authorities with B. 
B 892 then clearly have one base, and 892 here in x, 21 is the true exponent of it, not B. 


Luke 
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xxiil. 46. In the passage car dwvncas pwovn meyady o Incous ermev * TaTEp 


els Yelpas gov TapaTiewar TO TYEVvWA wov....e€errvevoey there 
is a good deal of conflict as to whether we should read rovto 
de eemay NBC*D*W (for «cat tavta evrwy of many) or Kae 
TOUTO evTwY OY ToUTO e:Twy oY simply Kat with Adamant a syr 
cu sin. If we want the shorter text (in view of this great 
divergence looking like an addition) we shall choose this ‘‘ xaz 
e€ervevoev,’ or if we want the shortest, we shall eliminate 
the whole final clause “‘ rovto...e€ervevoev’”’ with X and four 
cursives adding Sod’? (= 213). At any rate NBD do not 
supply us with the shortest and by inference the most “neutral” 
or colourless text. 


— xxiv. 17 fin. cat eote cxvOpwro: By most, that is eighteen uncials and 


21. 


A?VW (cota ox.) latt (except d e) syrr against Kat ectabnoav 
oxvOpworo of NA* (Li eotncav) Paris” e sah boh (Orig ?) 
aeth alig. Tischendorf’s note is very full here. 

But D d Cyr" have only cxv@pwro the ‘‘shorter’’ text, 
eliminating both eore and eotafnoav. If we want the 
‘‘shorter”’ text, we have to assume both eore and eornoav 
(L) expanded perhaps to ectancar, to be additions. 

(Syr hier’ omits Kat ectabnoav and oxvOpwroi). 

W-H admit cat eotadncav cxv0pwrot into their text without 
marginal comment. Yet in their ‘ Notes on Select Readings’ 
towards the end of Luke they have a lot to say about the 
Western ‘‘non-interpolations.” Here is one they might well 
have followed. Sod gop rea Orig for omission [see Tisch] but 
Sod‘ does not omit. 

—onuepor NBL [non 118-131-209] Paris’ boh (syr) 
vg?® [hiat r2| W-H and Sod tat against the rest and W. This 
is an interesting place. The usual text runs: 

adda Ye GUY Tacl TOUTOLS TPLTNV TAUTNHY NMEpay TONMEPOV 
ayet ap ov tavta eyevero. It is here that NBL drop onwepov 
as being pleonastic following tpitnv tautnv nuepay. What 
do the great majority do? They retain both. But observe 
that D min®t d and all Latins Aug bis drop ravrny and 
retain onepov. Who is right? When this kind of thing 
occurs, and when the 1 family (as above) is engaged in 
internecine warfare, I prefer to follow the ‘‘ Western ’’ omission 
of ravrny rather than the “Egyptian” [not “neutral ”’] 
omission of onuepov. For the Latins are quite agreed here. 

Again I say that Hort [silent in his ‘ Select Readings ’] would 
have done well to consider this. The syriac shows that the 


+ Of these I identify 22? ( Colb” Wetst) 42 71 Hust 150. Add Sodl4s4 6 470. 


iv. 9. 


iv. 83/84. 
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basic text is involved, for they agree among themselves. It 
is true that onwepov does not appear, but they have their own 
way of doing things in such an expression, and it is note- 
worthy that they agree among themselves as do the Latins. 


General Improvement. 


. +7 (ante vounw) NBDLW 2°° 892 W-H Sod’ et txt. Observe 


D does it too against the influence of d. It would be insig- 
nificant for B except that all through ch. 1. and ch. ii. to this 
point he has been throwing away articles with the Latin; see 
even ii. 22 just above — tov ante xaBapiopov. 

(—ev vouw xuptov Paris®’ with T f*") 


avtov eis Anu Kat ectnoev (—avTov) et TO TTEPVYYLOY TOU LEpoU. 
The omission of avtov sec. by NBLE 604 892? Paris” e 
Orig" is opposed by the coptics as well as by the other Greek 
uncials, by the Latins and Syriacs, and every other Greek 
minuscule known. t 
—reyou NBLV*WE Paris” 604 Sod? [non al. min] sah boh 
syr sin Orig W-H Sod txt against everything else. There is 
no reason for others to add here. The narrative is graphic 
and it has been removed to lend greater force to the dramatic 
character of the immediate cry of the demoniac. 

Consult boh ‘ And he cried out with a great shout...’ where 
MApwores replaces NcxxH of sah. 

In sah and boh the exclamatory question of the demoniac 
is, as usual, introduced by xe thus practically replacing Xeyov. 


. xX0vav wy cvvedaBov (pro ty@vev n cvvedaBov) BDX 213 d 


W-H“™ against rell (vy. nv cuvenr. Sod” Paris®’). 


. +avtov (post Oewa) BLE 157 Sod"? [W-H] (syr copt 


aeth) against the rest and N, not the “‘shorter”’ text. 


. aro (ante matiov) SBDLWX# 1 13 22 33 (157*?) 218 


604 892 Sod'® it” syr copt W-H Sod tzt. 


. —ovtes fin. Here is the ‘‘ shorter” text with NBDLXW 1 22 — 


33 69 157 213 604 892 Paris” al’ copt (syr) W-Ht but from Matt 
xu. 8 and Mark ii. 25. Why should any add ovtes if not here 
originally, seeing it is absent from the synoptics? ‘“‘ Kaz oe 
pet avtov”’ is quite sufficient. There is no need for ovtes 
unless it belongs properly to the original writing of St. Luke. 
In St. Matthew none add, and in St. Mark only D(A) and lat. 


+ Von Soden’s additional testimony is insignificant (Sod1260 1443), Yet this “ pair” 
offends him, and he casts out the second avroy from his text, as did the Alexandrians 
and Hort and Tischendorf before him. 

t Not Soden, who followed the same group just above. Sod also omits oyres. 


—_ 
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€l pro TL NEDEW 157. Paris’ zt pl (cope). 
W-H simply accept this as the true text. But is it? tu is 
rather the harder reading. It is necessary to write it out: 
Here are the alternatives involving an alternative punctuation : 

eTepwTynow (vel emepwtw) vuas et eeaTW Tw caBBaTw ayalo- 
TOLNTAL N KAKOTOLNTAL ; 

eTepwTnow (vel eTepwtw) upas Te Lert Tw caBBaTo ; ayado- 
TOLNTAL N KAKOTOLNOAL § 

Note that in Mark (iii. 4) it runs cas Neyer avtous * e€eortwv (si 
licet latt aliq) tows caBSacw «.7.r. without e or te, but the 
few Greeks who add, add tz and not ev. 

In Matt. xii. 10 it is e« e€eor~y without fluctuation. Much 
more natural then is e a correction in Luke than the “‘ true”’ 
text. And 7c is to be preferred as being harder. Soden 
accepts this. Sod” reads te against NBDLW. 


. +vvv (post ewmemrAnopevor) Observe another addition. This 


by a rather large group NBLQRT*X WA*AE Sod min pauc 
et Sod™ne f goth arm aeth copt W-HL Sod tat. 

The rest and Latins with syr pesh diatess, Iren'™ very 
distinctly, and Bas omit, and probably Tert. Syr sin omits 
25° ovat vw ot euTreTTANT EVOL (VUV) OTL TEWACETE. 

The vuy appears superfluous, yet if present it does not 
follow that it would be omitted. And if superfluous why 
should NBL etc. add it, except by way of improvement ? 

Next comes the ‘‘ shorter text,” an omission by B alone of 
ot TaTepes avtwy at the end of the verse (briefly noticed in 
‘Gen. of Versions,’ p. 400). Do W-H follow? No. But syr sim 
sah and 604 since discovered, also omit. ~ Does this strengthen 
the case? Not very much, but it shows that something 
bothered B, and in fact at this place there are signs of an 
erasure. [Only Sod*” (= our 273) appears to omit ov 7arepes. | 


int 


. Tpocevxyedbe TEpL Tav evepeatovtay vuas NBLWE Paris” 


604 only W-H Sod (no new ss.), against all and copt and 
Clem Orig Eus. 


. If the above at vi. 26 be wrong (and W-H by not following 


allow this), then why may not the omission of pos avtov here 
by only N*B 892 Paris® sah [not boh] followed by W-H and 
Soden’s text be equally wrong? How could all others including 
L etc. have found it in their copies? The corrector of &, 
observe, put it back. ; 

The foolishness of it all is seen at: 
—icavoe NBDFLE 130° ™ 157 ae f ff 91-2 1 vg cop syr 


—s 


+ See above under “ Exchange of Prepositions.”’ 
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arm. Yet Tischendorf and Soden retain ucavo. against this 
strong-looking group. W-H, more consistent, omit. W and 
Paris” with Sod*** 1° also omit. Sod** retains. 

+xav (ante odryov sec.) B 892 Paris” alone with HustAmsineau, 
but deliberate. Syr cu a in +am alone seems possibly 
responsible for this. 


KateTecev (pro emecev) BURE 604 soli and W-H without 
marginal alternative! Soden does not add a single new 
witness, yet adopts it in his text. 

+ace (ante ava) Although supported by an apparently 


formidable array SBCDLR& 83 157 213 892 Paris” Sod 
a e sah Orig, and admitted into W-H’s and Soden’s text, is 
excluded by Tischendorf who refers to Mark vi. 40 (“at vdtr 
propter Marci kata exaTov Kai Kata TevTnKovTa invectum”’). 
Here, then, is an acknowledgment of an Origenian ‘‘ subtlety ” 
(see Canon Cook’s remarks supra in Introduction). It is 
clearly far more likely for an addition of woe to be editorial than 
a subtraction of it. There would be no reason for subtraction. 


. ew\NaBopevos marstcov BCD 2° Paris® min e¢ Sod 


W-H Sod (pro emda. madi v rell gr et W) 

It may be thought that the partitive genitive macécov is the 
improvement here. But comparing Mark’s account «ar \aBov 
mao.iov, 1t would seem that BC followed D and Jlatt for 
eTiAa8. tmavdcov in Luke [In Matt. it 1s mpooxadecapevos 
7avoiov | and eschewed the genitive on purpose. 

Evan. 28 sides with BCD, but W is opposed and goes with 
SN and the great majority for the genitive. I mention the 
place as most N.T. grammarians seem to be silent here. 
evThapBavw can take either accusative or genitive, but if we 
read traidcov then tnv yepa is doubtless understood. It has a 
bearing on that very difficult place at Mark xiv. 72, where 
etl/Sarwv exrdacev has to be interpreted and where the Coptic 
adds tyv yepa. There indeed A uses eriXaS8wvr for ettBarov. 
If maidiov in Luke be original it would seem that we have 
some authority for eliding tyv yerpa avtouv in Mark xiv. 72. 
fin. avovyerat (pro avovxOncerat) BD* syr to accord with 
AapBaver. (Matt vii. 7-8 avovynoetar, but in Matt. vii. 8 B 
(D wanting) does it also to accord with evpicxec, but not 
ver. 7 leaving avovynoerar following doOncetar. See note ad 
loc. in Matthew.) Soden has no new witness to add to BD in 
Luke or to B in Matthew. 

(See Luke xi. 12 under ‘‘ Solecisms.’’) 
—xat avto nv “NA*BL al’ cop arm aeth.” So Tisch. Add 
892 Sod"* [not Paris] W-H Sod txt. Boh omits, but sah has 
it in a way (€ SLE AXE rendered by Horner ‘ which is not 


Luke 


Sarco: 


xii. 20. 


31. 
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wont to speak ” although in his notes he classes this as if it were 
plain cwdov and not cai avto nv kwgov). The omission seems 
clearly an improvement. If cas nv exBadrrwv darmoviov Kwpov 
had stood originally, why on earth should any one add «cau 
auto nv?-- Syr cw sin modify otherwise. They say ‘And 
it came to pass when he was casting out a devil from a 
deaf-mute.” D de / are also prolix and uncertain witnesses 
here (see their testimony) so that there was simply some 
note in a common original which was perplexing. As 
some latin, with the syriac, as well as coptic are involved, it 
distinctly strengthens my contention for a second century 
polyglot which is at the root of the trouble. 

dos (pro deyyos) NBCDT'X Sod’ al. et 892 W-H [non Sod]. 
Doubtless from viii. 16 where all agree on dws. Why should 
AL wre” make a change from das to deyyos ? The parallels in 
Matt. v. and Mark iv. supply nothing to this effect. We have 
to go to Matt. xxiv. 29 and Mark xiii. 24, in quite a different 
connection, to find deyyos. Hence ¢geyyos is much more likely 
here than ¢ws which must be an “improvement.” 

auTovoly amo cov (proamattovew ato cov) BLOT" 338d 
(contra D®™ et reli latt). Apparently to remove redundancy. 
aTtavtovow is read by Clem twicet Origen everywhere and 
Orig™, Basil Antioch®™ #18 and the Latins repetunt, 
reposcunt (also Tert: reposcent, Iren'™: expostulabunt) ¢ (and 
Cypr) expostulatur, as well as e Orig™ duferetur. 

Would it be believed possible that in face of this evidence 
W-H use attovow in their text without marginal alternative ? 
This is criticism gone mad, and against all rules of majority. 
WV does not support nor does new W, nor 892, and the only 
help is from the new Paris” = atovow thv Weynv cou amo 
cov, but of course Paris®’ belongs largely to special family 
traditions. Soden prints [a7 Jartovow. 


. augiaver (pro auduevvvcr) B*' (Doric. Cf. D Act xix. 35 


vaokopov pro vewxopov) t, audueee DLT” only. This is con- 
tradicted by all others including W and Paris” (also Matt. 
vi. 30 all) and Epiph™*” and Clem in Luke. 

W-H follow B alone [Soden adds no new support] with 
audiager (no marginal alternative) and Soden’s text has 
aptefer, although he gives no fresh mss for this. 
avtov (pro tov Geov) NBD** (against d opposite and D** 


t+ Once rnv Woxnv cov amactovuoty amo gov, once libere araitovct cov (—aro) tn 
Wuxnyv; again ravrn ty vuxte tnvy Wuynv cov mapadapBavovow. Observe Const Mac Bas 
Antioch Epiph Clem and Justin in verse 48. 

t Cf. the so-called ‘‘ Dorie”’ gender of \iwos which B makes feminine at Luke xv, 14. 
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supra avtov) LW Paris’ ac sah boh aeth Ath |om. tov Oeou 
892]. 

At first this support looks serious, but it is far outweighed by all the 
other Greeks, Latins, Syriacs, besides Clement and Marcion™tt 4x? Bpiph bis 
(Clem uses in his long quotation 27/31 tov deov, and Clem” twv ovpavev 
[= Matt. vi. 33 perhaps with Justin). 

The point is this. In verse 30 we read: vuwy de o matnp oder ort 
xentere rouTwov. (31) trAnv &yrevte tHv Baciherav Tov Deo... 

Apparently some considered this a kind of anacoluthon, following 
6 matnp, and thought avrod read better in verse 31 than an abrupt 
transition to tov Oeov. But the weight of evidence is conclusive, and if 
Marcion may not be accepted here as arbiter, who may ? 

Sedulously W-H incorporate avrov into their text without any 
marginal alternative, as if they could thus turn the tables on Marcion 
for all time. Soden also has avrov in his text, but adduces no additional 
evidence for it. In fact he leaves out sah boh aeth and Ath. 

Tertullian is very definite (Marc. iv. 28 310): ‘‘Quaerite enim 
inquit regnum dei et haec vobis adicientur”’; (Marc. ui. 24 180): ‘ Et 
Evangelium vestrum quoque habet Quaerite primum regnum dei et 
haec adicientur vobis.” Further (Orat vi. 8) he shows no signs of 
avtov when he writes: ‘‘ Quaerite prius regnum [the Kingdom]: et tune 
vobis etiam haec adicientur.”’ 

Now turn to Matthew for control. The last from Tert may be 
partly Matthew (vi. 33) or not. There tyv BaciXevav tov Oeov is followed 
by «ae tnv Sixatoovrvny avtov. In the case of NB g, k m Hus Ps-Ath tov 
Geov is here omitted, and B shows that some consideration was being 
exercised about the passage for he inverts the order (alone) writing tnv 
dukavoovvny Kat Thv Baciieav avtov (— Tov Beov). [Origen is very free, 
and 236 440 copt supply avtov for tov Oeov as the others indicated in 
Luke. Here again in Matthew the phrase in dispute, verse 33, has to 
follow verse 32 with its 0 matnp vor. | 

k is very definite in Matt. (wanting of course in Luke) for he writes 


“‘ quaerite primo regnum et justitiam d7.” 
Luke 


xii. 56 fin. ove ovate Soximaferw (pro ov Soxmagere) This is an en- 
largement of the narrative. Instead of : 

UTOKpLTaL TO TpOTWTOY THS YNS Kal TOV OUpavou (vel TOU OUP. 
Kat THs yns) oldate Soxiyatew - tov Se Kalpov TovTOV Tws ou 
Soxipalere NBLT Sod’ 33 213 892 Sod [non Paris*’| 
wish to exchange the last two words for ov« odare Soximatev. 
That is to say they make a harmonious although tautological 
antithesis to the first clause. This change is countenanced by 
sah boh aeth and supported by (ff) 1. This forms a very pretty 
group therefore, for ff /, as I have shown elsewhere, certainly 
partake of Egyptian characteristics. The group therefore 


Luke 


XIV. 
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NBLT 33 [to which do not add Paris” this time] sah boh aeth 


if l ave involved in an amplification, which Hort religiously 


follows without marginal comment. I claim that this is 
revision, and that the rest of the documents have preserved the 
true text. Nor is this all, for the amplification suggests a 
knowledge on the part of this Egyptian group of the disputed 
parallel passage in Matt. xvi. 2”, 3, for there the expression 
Bee 
onmela Tov Katpwy ov duvvacbe”’ (al. +doximakew, al. +yvovat, | 
Li ov doxiwmagete, S al. ov cuveete, al. aeth ov ywooxere), while 
NBVXI 13* 124* 157 al. syr cw sin sah boh 14/22 arm Orig 
omit the whole thing. Notice that aeth has it in Matthew, 
and eight codices of boh and L®*. Now the amplification at the 
end of Luke xu. 56 by NBLT 83 finds an echo in Matt xvi. 3. 
Hence, while excluding from Matthew on critical grounds, 
NBLT 83 no doubt knew the form attributed to Matthew. 
In fact, as far as ff (J) are concerned with non POTESTIS probare 
in Luke, they clearly reproduce the ov éduvazbe Sox. or yvavat 
of St. Matthew. 


TO MEV TpOTwWTOY TwY OoVpavaV ywooKeTe Stakpwew Ta SE 


. €s dpeap Twecertas NABULWII min pauc Paris” et 892 (lat 


cadet or ceciderit) W-H Sod for evs dpeap eurrecevtar of the mass. 
This seems to be simply removing redundancy, for why should 
any add eu- here, if not original? It seems most unlikely. 
D has ewrecertae and incidet. Sod® and 213 have eureces. 

TOTE EoTAL TOL SOFA EVWTLOY TAVTWVY TMV TVVAVAKELMEVOV COL. 


This addition of tavtov by NABLNX Sod” min paue Paris 


and 892, although supported by aeth copt syr [here syr and 


latin divide squarely], is opposed by the mass of Greeks and 
the Latins (all except 7), and may be due to the original mis-- 
reading of €ENWMIONTWN read by mistake for mavtowv.. 
Certainly it is not the “‘shorter” text. Or it may be mere 
“improvement.” W-H and Sod adopt ravtwv. 

Note that syr sim opposes syr cu pesh diatess and OMITS 
with the Latins and the Greeks headed by D. 
pakapios oats hayeTat aptov ev tn Bac. tov Oeov. Here 
N"BLPRX fam 1 al. pauc W-H Sod txt emphasise oars for 
os of D and the mass, who are supported by the Latin qui and 
by Clement Bas Epiph (Hus is on both sides). It would seem 
(as against Clement) that the minority are wmproving. 

Note that N* is against B. 
efeXOav eww (for e€edOew Kar ev) by NBDLW W-H Sod only, 
I believe to be an improvement. GR cop syr arm aeth read 
eEeAOew woew. The other fifteen uncials all min goth and Basil 
with latt (omn except d) read e€eXew xa ev. NBL are 
alone, and only strengthened by D. The last (as d agrees) has 
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some weight however. Sod°* and Paris® come to the assistance 
of this minority group with avedbwv dew, but W joins the 
mass with eferOew cau dew. This is the more noteworthy in 
such a place, as DW are often conjoined. 

ov Te hapioaor Kat ov ypau. Te is added by NBL 892 [non 
Paris] only, + D (against d and all others, and against 
Basil). This is again an addition. Why should it ever have 
been dropped if original? W does not have it, nor even that 
faithful adherent Paris®’. Soden follows Hort with +7e, but 
only adduces the same family Mss as in other like cases, two at 
Jerusalem and one at Sinai. Below at xvi. 11 Soden opposes 
the same group. 


21 fin. +momcov pe ws eva tov picbiwv cov Only NBDUX 33 


xvi. 29. 


xvil. 11. 


12. 


604 min’® add with only vg®8T gat, not Old Latin (except d) 
nor syriac nor coptic. This of course comes from verse 19 
where the prodigal son formulated beforehand what he would 
say. When hecomes to the father’s arms however and sees 
the look in his eyes, the second expression dies on his lips. 
Augustine points this out “nec addit quod in illa meditatione 
dixerat ‘fac me sicut unum de mercennariis tuis’’’... (See 
quotation at length in Tisch.) Even Hort, hardened slave to 
his combination NB, especially strengthened by D d, felt this, 
for he encloses.the sentence in square brackets. Of course it 
should be banished from his text altogether. But the baleful 
influence extends to R.V. marg which says “‘some ancient 
authorities add...” 

Paris*’ does not add, nor W, nor Sod°*’, nor 892, and the above 
min® are a mixed lot without special weight, and Tert?*™ 
seems to ignore it. Soden omits although having te above 
with the smaller group. 

—avto NBL Paris* 892 d (contra D*) syr sin bohavo soli A*air 
arm Ephr (contra Aphraat) W-H | Sod]. 

All others have it. 

This is evidently intentional and regarded as an improve- 
ment. Again, two boh codd go with NBL against sah D* and 
the rest. 
ev Tw Topeverbar (—avtov) NBL (Paris) W-H only. Cf. d 
“cum iter faceret”’ (against D®" +avrov) the other latins dwm 
vret and dum vadit, and the other versions. Soden opposes 
NBL here. 
uTnvTnoav (—avtw) Llonly ones to drop avtw with one boh™° 
aTnvrncav (—avtw) B [ Paris*’ 892 have urnvtncav aray 

Om. utnvtncay avtw syr cu sin; subleg. dou. 

Substitute omov noav Dde. Substitute etecceabe filqs. 

Whatever the true basic text (and W-H merely adopt B, and 
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RVs 1. 
Saxe 4, 


Cr 


27. 


B IN ST. LUKE’S GOSPEL. 279 


Soden follows L) the shortest text is in syr cu sin; Dd and the 
latins is the simplest, and if amnvtncav or vrnvtncay find a 
place, avtw clearly belongs there as well, as witnessed to by all, 
including Paris”. W has arynvrncav avtw. Soden confuses us 
as to D by quoting D with BL for —avtw, for, as he says 
above, D has omov noav for umnvtncav, and therefore avtw 
falls away of itself. He quotes 157 (his 7") wrongly. 157 
has auto. 

—Tw (ante aypw) ‘‘ And he who isina field” NBL fam 13 
[non 124] 157 Paris’ W-H Sod txt only, but cf. boh. I would 
like to enquire of von Soden if § 371 (Sinai 260) does not also 
do this. It is important for us to know whether 6 371 follows 
B in such places, as it is with it alone elsewhere in Luke, 
and its geographical location at Sinai is important. 

+ es To (ante eutpocbev) Only NBL (157 evs ta) £* 892 [non 
TX, non Paris®’| (e ff) (syr sin) W-H Sod txt not only against the 
rest, but against both coptics. Sah is very simply een, boh 
ETACIGOX! ETSH ACE NAc]. 

The syr is equally simple. 

Not even Paris®’ adds evs to here. Soden however adds 
the new witness®°. JI think it is rather significant of 
attempted “improvement ”’ that both here and in Luke xiil. 7 
Evan 157 should vary slightly, here adding es ta instead 
of evs To, and there adding a¢ ns instead of a¢ ov. 

15% also throws some light on the omission in the next 
verse :— 


. —eldev avtov kat by NBLT* Sod” fam 1 Paris®*’ Laura’ '°* Sod“ 


copt arm W-H Sod txt. There is absolutely no reason to 
suppose that the great majority should have wdded this phrase. 
But to NBL it seems to have savoured of pleonasm. ava- 
Breas o incous ELdev AUTOV Kal ELTEV TOS aUTOP. 

The old exemplar from which 157 is derived seems to have 
had some note on this passage, for 157 changes thus: «ae 
eyeveTo ev Tw SiepxecOat Tov inoovy eLdev avTov * avaBrevas 
d€ 0 maovs exe Tpos avtov. These things should all be taken 
into consideration in weighing evidence. 
kat Katacdbakate +avtovs NBEFLNR Sod 7 33 53 157 213 
892 Paris*’ Sod'** Hust 18 19 49 H*" y'™ z** copt syr diatess 
aeth W-H Sod tat. Apparently an imposing array, but 
opposed by all the rest, by all Latins and by Hus (otherwise 
so sympathetic to NB). 

Chrys twice also adds avtouvs but suppresses eumpooev pou 
afterwards so that his testimony is ‘“‘free’’ and useless for 
comparison. 

Here is another square division between syrr and latt, and 
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if there be a “neutral” text it is D with majority Greeks 
and latin which preserves it. 

+xat (ante Xveartes) . BDL 157 892 d aeth boh 6/20 | contra 
N rell, lat goth syrr sah boh 14/20 Orig Eulog]. Here is another 
addition to fill out the sense. Soden has no new witness. 

Of minuscules only 3 and 74** support 157 [not Paris’ 
while D is contradicted by W and Sod”. Observe that the 
Latins syr and copt say ‘loose him and bring him,” supplying 
the «az later, also to fill out Avcavtes avTov ayayeTe. 

W-H follow BDL without marginal comment and so does 

Soden. Why should xaz have dropped out of all the others? 
Orig and Eulog are with the majority against BDL. There- 
fore W-H are entirely unscientific here. There is nothing 
scientific about it because at: 
W-H and Soden follow the conjunction NBL Paris” Orig 
against all else for the order ev ovpavw expnvy (against evpnvn 
ev ovpavw). Both coptics are against the change: therefore if 
derived from a common original with NBL they distinctly 
part company here, sah saying “‘ The peace in the Heaven,”’ 
and boh ‘‘a peace in (the) Heaven.” 

The arrangement here of NBL Orig = ev ovpavaw epnvy 
kat do€a ev viyvotots is perhaps intended as the antithesis of 
Luke ii. 14 d0€a ev vprotois Pew Kau eve yns etpnvyn... The 
order of NBL Orig we may be sure would not have been 
changed by all others. Here again is one of Canon Cook’s 
“niceties” of Origen. Another “‘nicety ” occurs at :— 
Kpakovow (pro Kexpagovtat) by the same group NBL Sod**4 
and Orig*: 188 ed. (against* 188 cod 4, 182 3. ge [ non Paris*’ | 

Tisch says nec xpagovow nec Kexpakovtar alibi in N.T. sed 
m LXX ut frequentissimum est xexpa€ovtar, ita nusquam 
Kpatovot legitur. (Soden follows Hort, although his °*? 
(descendant of B) at Mount Sinai is the only new witness. 
His °° seemingly abstains amd does not even read xpafovrat 
with D®", ) 
el eyvws (—Kal ov Kal ye) E&Y TH NUEpa (—CGOV) TavTH KaL TV 
NBL aeth (Orig) (Cyr). So much authority exists for cau ov 
earlier (including Tren Orig™ 1/3), while Hus writes cat ye ov, 
and Orig himself **! e. eyvwxas ov, and Hus in another place 
et eyvas Kat ov, that NBL appear merely to be editing here 
once more followed by W-H Sod txt. Sod" 892 have cat ov | 
(— Kau Ye). 
m™pos aAnAOuS (pro mpos eavtovs) NBDLR min*"4 Paris’ 892 
Laura‘ '* sah boh. As eavtovs is used in Matt. and in Mark, 
it might be thought that the other Greeks had here substituted 
eavtous for addndovs. But I think not. In the first place all 


Luke 


xx. 22; 
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the Latins oppose [and these things must be taken into 
consideration, seeing the friendliness of the Latin elsewhere 
to B]; in the second place the expression in sah boh in 
Matthew is not the same as in Luke. (In Mark it is in sah.) 
But the probability in Luke is coptic reflex influence here on 
NBDLR. Further, if we want the “ shorter” “‘ neutral’”’ text, 
we must eliminate both pos eavtouvs and mpos adAnNovs, for syr 
cu sin aeth omit altogether! W-H and Sod follow SBDUR. 
e€eoTly nmas Katoap. (pro e€ect nutyv katcapt) NABL fam 
13 [non 124] 33 157 213 254 Sod'?>°" against all others 
including W and Paris” (om. nuw N 892 boh?’). This is avery 
important place for our contention of ‘improvement.’ Observe 
first that 7 was opposes all the Latins “ Licet nobis.”” Secondly, 
observe that it agrees more with sah and boh stage (most boh 
omit) and therefore might be classed as ‘‘ Kgyptian,” especially 
ag A joins the small group for nuas (for I think A was written 
by a copt). But of course we must go deeper than this and 
enquire into the grammatical usage following efeoTs. In the 
note to Winer (p. 402 note 4, English edition) Buttmann is 
quoted thus: “‘A. Buttmann remarks that mpézrec (mpemov eate) 
has four constructions in the N.T. (1) with dative and 
infinitive Mt. 11.15.t (2) with dative followed by accusative 
and infinitive Heb. 11.10. (8). with accusative and infinitive 
1 Cor. x1. 13. (4) itis also used personally Heb. vii. 26. "E&eoru, 
which usually has the first of these constructions [t.e. dative | 
is occasionally followed by the accusative and infinitive, viz. 
Luke vi. 4, xx. 22,t Mark ii. 26”’ [ the first and second passages 
are correct, but os by D in Luke vi. 4; the second is the one 
we are dealing with here]. ‘‘ With de? we find the accusative 
and infinitive or the infinitive alone; xp occurs once only 
(Jas. ui. 10) with accusative and infinitive.” See also 
Thackeray’s ‘ Blass’ p. 241. 


Confining ourselves to the question of efeo7u we find: 


_ Matt. 
Xil. 


1. 26. 
u. 14. 


. oux eLeotw aBew TOV apTOV TwV TEKVMV 
. eb ELeoTLV aTTOAUCaL THY YUVAaLKa aUTOU 


. ToLovaty oO ovK e€eoTWW TroLELY EV GaBBaTw ; 
without a par- 


ticular relation 


. eLeativ dovvar knvoov Kaicapt ov 
. oux e€ect Barew auta eis Tov KopBavav 


.. ous ove e€eotw haryewv et yn Tous vepers also Luke vi. 4 (ors D) 
efeotiv knvoov Karcaps dovvat n ov 


+ But see N alone there nas. 
{ Assumed from the text of NABL. 
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vill. 37. ev muatevels e£ ornS THs Kapbias eect. Tantum) 


dative, but foreign to 
the particular case 
under discussion 


xi. 10. ev e€eotw tow caBBacw Oeparevoat 
12. wore e€eotw Tos caBBacw Kadws ToLew 


ll. 24, 1d¢ Te Tovovew Tols caBBacw o ove e€eoTW 
ill, 4. e€ertw tows caSBacw ayabov Tomcat... 


Vi. 2. Tv Tovevte 0 ovn e€eote Trove Tow caBBact 
9. ec e€eoTw Tw caBBatw ayaborouncal n KaKOTIOINT AL 
xiv. 3. efeotw tw caBBatw OepaTrevoat n ov 


xl. 4. 0 ovx e€eotw (C rell e€ov) nv avtw dayew all Mss 
4. ove e€eotw cou eyew avtTny all MSS 
xx. 15.7 ov« e€ect oto OeXw Toincat ev Tos ewors all MSS 


vi. 18. ote ove e€eotw cov exew Thy yuvatka Tov adeXpov cov all and 
Orig, except D* ce and a 
xX. 2. evefeotw avdps yuvaika amorvoat all Mss (the two accusatives 


following one another would be abhorrent) 
John 


v. 10. «as ove e€eotw co. apat Tov KpaBatTov all Mss 


xvill. 31. nutv ove e€eotiy amoxtewar ovdeva all MSS 
Acts 


xvi. 21. & ovw e€eotw nutv mapadeyesOat (only D nuas against d nobis) 
xxl. 387. ev eeotw most evmew TL Tpos ce all MSS 
xxii. 25. ev avOpwrov Pwpaioy Kat akataxpitov etectiv vy patie 

all Mss 


vi. 12. mavta wo. ectestw all Mss (and Clem libere vuw or nur) 

x. 23. wavta pow ekeoTWv aXX ov TavTa cumdpeper* TavTa mot eLeoTW 
aX ov TavTa olKodouer. Some MSS omit woz first or both, 

ae but none seem to have pe. 
, ‘esi. 4. dour eLov avOpwrw rAadrnoat all Mss and Clem Ath Naas 

Basilid Orig pluries but Orig semel e€ov avOpwrov. 
Now the above is clear and unambiguous. Eliminating the fifteen 
cases mentioned first, which do not bear on the point, there follow thirteen 
or (counting 1 Cor. x. 23 twice) fourteen instances of the dative case and not 
the accusative. In Acts xvi. 21 only does D give an accusative, which B 
and the rest contradict. It is a very pretty exhibition, and we do not need 
the Grammarians’ assistance after all. It is established beyond per- 
adventure that the N.T. usage of all mss and all recensions is for the 
dative and infinitive with efeortw, and when NABL invite us to read nuas 
in Luke xx. 22 we refuse. When Hort tells us it is the “ true text”’ 
(without marginal alternative) we say that he has once more mistaken an 
idiosynecrasy of a small group for the truth. The same applies to Soden, 
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who follows Hort with nuas. A very lovely key is offered usin 2 Cor. xii. 4 
as to the secret. _Behold once more Origen at the bottom of it with his 
‘niceties’?! Here is the verse: 

OTL NPTaYN Els TOV TapacelcoY KaL NKOVTEY appnTa pnuaTta a ovK ekov 
avo pwrw Nadnsa. 

In Tischendorf’s note (on verse 8) he says: ‘‘efov (eEwv LP 17) 
avepama et Naass™’? ? Basilid™?? 741 Clem? Orig? 19° 78 6% acre Ath? 
Chesea Orig* *°° e€ov av@pwrov. Item L 47 b*" 14° €&. avOpwrar. 
Cf. Naass’’: evrov nptacba: v0 ayyedou Kat yeyovevat ews SevTEepou Kat 
TpPLTOV OUpaVvou €lS TOV Tapacercov QUTOV Kal EWPAKEVAL a EWPAKE KAlL AKNKOEVAL 
pnuata appnta a ovk e€ov avOpwre evrev. Item Basilid™’: nxovca appt. 
pn. a ovx efov avOpwme eve.” 

Origen then, observe, alone makes use of the dative pluries and 
once of the accusative. Hinc illae lacrymae. It was Origen’s text or 
preference in Luke xx. 22 which influenced NABL (perhaps with coptic, 
see note on next verse), although it is not the true text. And here are 
Basilides (A.D. 117-138) and Naasseni (also before A.D. 200) contra- 
dicting Origen’s show of grammatical niceties, and proving that St. Paul 
used the dative in 2 Cor. xii. 4as did St. Matthew and St. Mark and 
St. Luke and St. John. Need more be said? Soden follows Hort and 
NABUL for nwas and perpetuates the error. 

Of. Matt. xxii. 17 ‘eEeotw Sovvar xnvoov Karcape ov with Adalbert 
Merx’s remarks (vol 1, p. 800 seq) as to the versions, and compare pers. 
Luke 

xx, 23. — Te we merpatere NBL fam 1 116157 892 Paris®” these only 
and e sah boh against all the rest and aeth, all the syriacs, 
and all the Latins (except e) and Basil. [Tisch quotes arm 
on both sides. | 

The clause is present in the parallels Matt. xxii. 18 (all), Mark xu. 15 
(all), and we are invited to follow NBL copt in Luke for omission because 
it must have been incorporated into the Lucan text from Matt. or Mark. 
Hort is certain of it, for he has nothing in his margin. Sowter is satisfied 
about it because his text omits and he has not inserted any footnote... 
Soden follows suit, but adds only 630(= 3) as a new witness. In other 
words, SBL and coptic are to outweigh everything else and carry down with 
them the testimony of syr cw sin (both extant and both for the clause in 
question). Now the argument for this omission is clearly very good, and 
nothing we could say would move these ‘“‘ self-constituted arbiters of the 
true text’’ if we could not show the fallibility elsewhere of their favourite 
witnesses. But we have shown this in these pages again and again, and, - 
with D seventeen uncialsand Basil, witha bedffighlqrr. dim pvgg 
codd omn (against e) with aeth (against sah boh) and with syr cw sin sch 
pesh we claim these words as Lucan, and say that they should be restored 
in the next revision. NBL have just been shown in the previous verse 
and verses to be so “untrue to type’ in many places that we lose all 
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confidence in them when only supported by the coptic, and we cannot 
admit them as final arbiters here. It would be absurd. If they are not 
the purveyors of a ‘‘neutral”’ and “‘ pre-syrian ”’ text elsewhere, why here 
against such heavy battalions of evidence ? 

[Notre.—In sah and boh the clause “‘ why tempt ye me”’ in Matt. and 
Mark is introduced by xe. The beginning of Luke xx. 24 ‘‘ Show me 
a denarius’’ is also introduced by xe. The coptic may have skipped 
the question owing to the double occurrence of xe. I claim elsewhere 
coptic action on NBL. It may be so here. | 

Soden’s eclectic position throughout the above passages is note- 
worthy. 

Luke xx. 25. Once more coptic (boh) comes in alone with NBL fam 13 
[non 124]+t 892 Paris®* Sod’? (arm) W-H Sod for the order 
Towvy amodote, instead of azodote towvv of all the rest 
supported by Basil'® * “" { with azrodote ovyv as T' min’. 

Sah (some Mss) are against it, and two MSs omit Towvy with 
D Sod’ ade ffilg m syr cu sin and aeth diatess. 

Hence here once more we have bohairic influence on NBL, 
because sah 2/7 omit outright with D and a strong Latin 
combination backed by syr cw sin, and for basic probability Gn 
view of the change of order, which always points to something 
of the kind, especially when boh opposes, as here, sah 5/7) 
I would be inclined to accept the omission of rowup. 

[towvy is nowhere else used in Luke and does not occur 
in the other Gospels. It occurs only thrice elsewhere, 
1 Cor. ix. 26, Heb. xiii. 18, Jas. 11. 24. In the last-named 
place NABCP al. lat syr cop arm aeth omit. | 

26. The next is hardly ‘‘improvement,” but probably an error. I 
let it follow here as it shows NBL still conjoined (with only 433 
892 W-H Sod). They read: kav ove toxvoay evihaBecOar Tov 
pnuatos instead of cave ove toy. emiAaBecOar avtov pnuatos. Of 
course AY may have fallen out in ENIAABECOAIAYTOYPHMATOGC. 
Paris” shows signs of correcting this by writing tov pnyuatos 
avtov With Sod. The Latins are plain for ejus, as also syr 
vet. Coptic expresses avrov and then “with a word” (sah), 
“in a word” (boh), syr pesh ‘‘ ex eo verbum.” 

27. Neyovtes (pro avtiveyovtes) NBCDLN min alig Paris” et 892 
Laura’ ?* Sod’ "8 W-H | non 604] de goth copt syr (cf. V infra). 

This is both to remove a double negative and conform to Matt. 
(Aeyovtes), and Mark (ovrwes Aeyouci) as actually Y Sod* in Luke. 


+ In Ferrar’s edition there is an error in the tect. 
} In the previous verse xx. 24 Basil’ and Basil** took each one side of the question 
about the omission of azoxpibevres, which reading I do not discuss. 
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The clause is 01 av Tt AeyovTtes avactacw wn ewat which APLYAATI unc® 
al. plur a arm let stand. ais perhaps the most important witness of all for 
the “‘received”’ text, giving ‘qui contradicunt resurrectionem non esse”’ 
(most Latins have ‘‘ qui negant esse resurr.; d e qui dicunt res. non esse). 
The extraordinary thing is how to account for avtz Ney. having crept im to 
fourteen or fifteen uncials (W has this reading also, so it is Just as “‘ old” 
as the other) and into the graeco-latin a, which the reviser of that ms 
(and it has distinctly had a censor on it) allowed to stand. I fear the 
onus is on the minority to prove that XeyovTes is not an endeavour at 
correction. 

See Winer (English edition, p. 755) citing “1 Jo. i. 22 
0 apvovmevos ott Incovs ovK eotiv o ypiotos”’ [where our authorities 
make no change as here] ‘‘ Luke xx. 27 avtereyovtes avactacw pn ewvat 
(Xen. Cyr 2 2 20, An 2 5 29, Isocr. Trapez 360, Demosth. Phorm 585, 
Thuc 1 77)’ [from which it appears that there is plenty of authority for 
this] ‘‘Hebr. xu. 19 0 akovoavtes Tapyntncavto pn TpooteOnvat avTos 
ANoyov (Thuc. 5 63), Gal. v. 7 Tus vuas evexowev tn adnOera pn TreiecOar 
(Eurip. Hec 860).” ‘‘ Compare further Luke iv. 42, Acts xx. 27, 1 Pet. iii. 10 
(Thuc. 5 25 7 58, Plato Phaed 117 c, Demosth. Phaenipp 654 b) and see 
Vig., p. 459, 811, Matt. 534, Rem. 5* VJelf 749, Don, p. 591). We have 
_ similar examples in German, in colloquial language, and in Greek also 
the usage may be explained as arising out of the circumstantiality which 
belongs to the language of conversation. The negation which the verbs 
contain became less sensible, and hence it was expressly revived in the 
dependent sentence (compare Madvig 211). Modern grammarians, indeed, 
are disposed to allow that this construction is an example of pleonasm 
(note, quoting Hermann “‘non otiosam esse negationem...’’) ; logically 
however one of the negations is undeniably superfluous.” So Winer. 
Blass is not quite so full, but (p. 255, English edition) he says: ‘‘ We may 
particularly note the use of uw» according to classical precedent (Kiihner 
761 f.) in certain instances after verbs containing a negative idea (a 
pleonastic use according to our way of thinking). Luke xx. 27 
ot avtireyovtes (AP al.; NBCDL read Aeyovres as in Matt. and Mark) 
 avactacw wy ewat (avtTireyew here only takes an inf.), xx. 34 ews tpis 
aTapynon mn evdevat me (we at. e660. NBLT'; azapv. not elsewhere with an 
inf.), Cp. 1 Jo. ii. 22 0 apvovpevos ote Incovs ove ectw o Xptotos (as 
Demosth. 9 54 apy. ws ove evot Tovovtor) Hebr. xii. 19 mapntncavto pe 
(om. &*P) rpocteOnvar, Gal. v. 7 Tus vpas evexolev adnfea un TreOecOar ; 
(eyxortecOar takes Tou eNOew in R. xv. 22, cp. Kiihner 768c). But in Hebr. 
xi. 24 we have npynoarto (‘scorned’) XeyecOar; and xwdvew is regularly 
used without a subsequent 7, a construction which is also admissible in 
classical Greek, Kiihner 767 f. ; see however §71, 2 and 3.” 

We cannot complain that the grammarians are not full enough this 
time! Blass proceeds (p. 256, §6): ‘The classical combination of 
negatives ov (un)...ovdels (unde’s) and the like, to intensify the negation, 
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is not excessively frequent; the instances are Mark xv. 4 ove atoxpw7 
ovbdev, 5 ouverte ovdev amexpi0n, Luke x. 19 ovdev...ov wy (not in D), xxii. 
53 ove nv ovdettw ovders, Acts vill. 89 ove...ouxett, Mark xi. 14 pnxete... 
pnoers etc. (ovdeTroTe por ovders Herm. Mand ii. 3); on the other hand we 
find (contrary to the classical rule, Kiithner 758, but cp. 760, 4) ovx aptacer 


Ts JO. X.28, ov. ..umo tevos 1 Cor. vi. 12, ovde Tov Tatepa TLS eTUyLVa- 
oxet Matt. xi. 27, xii. 19, oute .. . rus Acts xxvill. 21, ov duvnon ete oiKovo- 


pew Luke xvi. 2, od... mote 2 Pet. i. 21.” 

I have cited Winer and Blass thus fully that there may be no mis- 
understanding on the subject. A revision by the fifteen uncials involved 
in writing avtiAeyovtes, with the Latin Ms a, presupposes an endeavour to 
carry out a classical improvement, while the Neyovtes of NBCDL d e copt 
syr and goth would be an endeavour to remove a classical improvement or 
rather that they have the unclassical but ‘‘ pure milk of the word.” 

Far more likely would it be (from what we have already seen of their 
methods) for SB to endeavour to improve here. And the decadence of 
the language is showing itself already, or to put it in another way, 
the Egyptian school in Alexandria already by 200 or 300 A.D. considered 
the usual classical redundancy as a pleonasm to be removed, especially 
when a parallel could be consulted where it was not found.f 

In other words, since avtiAeyovtes is absent from Matt. and Mark, 
and itis universally acknowledged that St. Luke had the higher education, 
is it likely, I ask, that ‘‘ Antioch” introduced avtiAeyovtes, or not rather 
that it is original, and that NBCDL de are the ones guilty of removing 
avtt? I plead for its restoration. 

To my surprise Soden prints avtiNeyovtes against NBCDLN Sod”. 
Upon what principles is his text then constructed? For just above he 
has willingly followed the weaker combination NBL (xx. 22, 23, 25, 26). 

I have referred elsewhere to considerable sympathy between B* and 
a latin. Here at any rate I believe that a preserves the older text. [In 
the very next-verse B a come together again. See under “ Historic 
present.”’ | 

Note in this connection Luke xxii. 34 where NBLQTX (a regular 
congery of sympathisers) refuse the strong Greek negative Iletpe ov pn 
povnce onuepov adextwp...and write merely ov dwrnce. ‘Thus also Sod™*. 
Luke 

xxl. 12. +7as (ante guvaywyas) only NBD 157 d'* W-H sah and one 
boh ms. Cf. Matt x.17. In Mark xiii. 9 tas is absent. It is 
very unlikely that tas should have been dropped here by all 
the others. Even Paris*’ does not have it. Soden adds no 
new witnesses and excludes from his text. 


+ Since writing the above I have noticed in Luke x. 19 that 8, with D Orig 1/2 alone 
removes ov py from the sentence cai ovdey nuas ov pn adixnoe: (vel adiknon). This offers a 
further commentary on the gradual disuse of the pleonastic negative. 


Luke 


abid. 


xxi. 14, 


xxii. 14. 
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amayouevous (pro ayouevovs) NBLD*Y Sod fam 1 157 
Paris’’ e only seem to have preserved the “true” (and 
“longer ’’) text here, for W-H and Sod (without new evidence) 
print avayouevous, although the Latins and even boh sah show 
plainly they read ayouevovs in their Greek ! 

I may be considered to be wasting time and space taking up 
such a small point. But the whole thing hangs together. 

Even the preference at: 
dete (pro Oecbe) by NAB*DLMRWXIIY 383 p* Sod" W-H 
Sod tat, against Orig Cyr and the mass, is quite deliberate. 

(In xxi. 15 Orig and Cyr are opposed as to the order avtictyvat 

n avTevTre OY avTeiTEW n avtiaTnvas, While D™ Sod" ac ffil 
qr syr Cypr’® are content with avticrnvas (resistere) and d: 
contradicere ; é coresistere aut contradicere). 
—édwdexa This is an important place. The omission is 
supported by N*BD 157 [but not by Paris’ nor W nor the 
rest] plusa bc de ffil r syr cu sin sah 5/6 and of course 
adopted by W-H, without marginal alternative, nor a word in 
‘Select Readings.’ Soden also omits but adds no new witnesses. 
The above looks like a strong combination, but it is not, 
because “‘ there is a reason ”’ for it lurking beneath the surface. 
It is opposed by Marcion, eighteen uncials, and N® al. min 
f 76 w dim gat vg syr > boh arm aeth, while S“LX 
Evst 6 Sod" sah 1/6 suppress avoctonXor in favour of dwdexa 
(as Mark xiv, 17). 

The Sonvaniction of so many Latins shows how early the 
change was made, but it occurred BETWEEN Marcion’s time 
and that of B. 

In St. Luke’s account of the last supper there is no mention 
made of Judas (except for the inference in verse 21)! We 
pass from verse 14, where it is simply recorded that the twelve 
apostles sat down with our Lord, to verse 15 ‘‘ with desire 
have I desired to eat this passover with you,” to the celebra- 
tion itself 17/20. Verse 24 begins a new section about who 
should be the greatest, which seems a very rapid transition 
from verse 23. Verse 31 contains an apostrophe to Peter, 
followed by his confession of trust in himself. 35/37 are 
occupied with the closing scene of the supper, and suddenly at 
verse 38 they produce two swords, and verse 39 records the exit 
towards the Mount of Olives, after which Judas meets them. 

The censors of the text then must have overlooked the brief 
reference in Luke xxii. 21 ‘‘ rAyv idov  yerp Tov Tmapadidovtos 
fe meT €u“ou ete THS TpaTetns,”’ and have missed the fuller 
accounts of St. Matthew xxvi. 21/25, Jo. xiii. 21/26 where 
Judas is mentioned, and Jo. xiii. 27/30 where Judas’ exit is 
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Luke 


xxi. 18. 
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mentioned, and have supposed Judas’ absence in St. Luke’s 
account ? 

In Matthew peta tov dwdexa pabntwr is the text of ®& etc., 
while BD and some merely omit pa@ytwv. Only in Luke is 
dadexa omitted by the Mss mentioned above. 
+atro tov vwy NBKUM(W)II 892 Paris® Laura’? min 
alig (amapte 225 ut Matt) e sah boh syr hier aeth (DG 1 al. 
syr cu sin arm) W-EH Sod tat. 

But it is omitted by ACXTAA wne*® Sod” latt syr pesh. Tisch 
remarks that ‘‘azro tov vuy Lucae non proprium est, cf. 1. 48, 5. 
10, 12 52, 22 69, Act 18 6. Praeterea non legitur nisi 2 Cor. 5 16. 
Cf. et Matt. 26, 29 ubiest awaptu, et Marc 14, 25 ubi est overt.” 
At any rate, here we have the ‘‘longer’’ text once more 
witnessed to by NB etc. 


. Tepe awavtay de Tup (pro aavtwy de tup) Only NBLTT" 


Paris®’’ Hus d (incendentibus) (7 6). This seems rather forced 
(Phalar. Ep. v.) and occurs nowhere else in N.T. It suggests 
even an acquaintance with the Latin circwmsedentibus for 
cuvkabicavtwv following of be def ffil gq » vg [consed. only 
a (r)| wepixabicavtwv only DG fam 1, while wepi to light the 
fire ‘all round” is suggested by sup ev weow Tus avans. 

In St. John (xvii. 18) it merely says: «ae ov vanpetar 
avOpakxiay TeToinKoTes, but being ev pecw THs avAns it would 
imply the thought of Tmepuarpay Tes if they were to make a good 
fire. I suggest that weps is an “improvement,” but Soden 
follows W-H without adducing new witnesses. 

In Mark xiv. 54 the fire is already made. 


55 fin. Similarly, same verse, wecos avtwy for ev wecw avtwv by 


xxiii. 11. 


BLTT' fam 1 892 W-H, Sod (without new witnesses), only 
savours of a deliberate change. Why does N not have it? 
Nor Paris’? And why does fam 1 have it? [non 131]. We 
have just seen that they ran to mepu xaOicavtwv above, 
exceptionally and with DG only. 

pecos iS against boh (Hen TOCesH >) while py 1s 
Nrecsente. D™ substitutes wet avtwy Oepuatvouevos, as d 
caleficiens se (cf. Jo. xviii. 18, Mark xiv. 54). 
—avtov (post weptBarov) NBUTT' 52 291 b* 892 Sod'® et 
txt Paris®’ Hvst 150 a and (vg) W-H. 


These would read : 


TeptBarwv ecOnTa hapTpav aveTeyryey avTOV Tw TELAATW AS 
if the first avrov were unnecessary and pleonastic. Once 
more @ comes to join B* here, but all the rest oppose. And 
there seems much more reason for a purist to remove the 
avtov than for all our other authorities to have inserted it! 
W has it with the rest. 
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uke 
xxi. 20. If we were dealing with a true “neutral’’ and ‘ shorter” 
text, we should not oscillate as we do between omission and 
addition. Here is an addition. I have not put the places 
in juxtaposition purposely. They happen to fall in a regular 
sequence here as I pass through the chapter. 
ibid. +avtous (post rpocepovncev) NBUTT' 13-124-346 Lauraé 4 
157 892 Sod" et Sod™ a sah boh syr W-H ; mpos avtous 69, 
autous D Paris®’ (d advocauit eos ; Paris®*’ epwvncev avtous) tt. 

What ?—I shall be told—do you question such a strong combination 
as this: NBLT coptice syriac latin in conjunction? Well, considering 
that APXTAATI unc?’ strengthened by WY Sod” = nineteen uncials, all 
minuscules but four, and arm pers omit (pers: Sed de Jesu iterwm 
Pilatus sermonem fecit, —avtows), I think it is a pretty good place to 
pause and consider our critical principles. If the same evidence of 
NBLT etc. called for omission I should not perhaps hesitate, but as it is 
an addition to fill out the sense, I may well hesitate, in view of the bad 
record of NBL in combination as so often shown in these pages. 

Here is the sentence : 

““crandw ouv (vel de) 0 TiNMaTOS TpoTEepwvynce Dewy atrodvaat Tov Inaov».’ 

The antithesis to mpocepwvyce (showing Paris” up in a very poor 
attempt at improvement with edwvyce av7ovus) is at once given in verse 21: 

“ou de emedwvovy (well rendered by a: proclamabant against sub- 
clamabant of others) Aeyovtes otavpou otauvpou (or cTavpwcov ctavpwaor) 
auTov.”’ 

Thus Pilate shouted AT them, not To them, and they shouted back at 
Pilate. For observe that there is no avtw or mpos avtov either before or 
after Aeyovtes in any Greek, Latin or Syriac authority [in fact D d 
emphasise the proceeding, using expafav but leaving out Aeyovrtes 
altogether with syr sin], and sah onty [not boh] adds Epo after 
ATHRIQKAK E Rod, translated by Horner “ cried out at him,” supplying 
at, and entirely bearing out what Iam saying. Thus the proceedings did 
not call for avtos in verse 20 after tpocepwrnce at all, and I rather think 
that all the authorities cited who add have been over-zealous, and that 
our “junior” seventeen uncials + W + hundreds .and hundreds of 
cursives are the real purveyors of the “‘shorter’’ and “true” text. Let 
the critics answer this. I shall be glad of more light on the question. 

In conclusion, so as to cover the subject thoroughly, examine the 
three other passages in St. Luke where the word occurs : 


Luke 
vi. 13. Kav ote eyeveto nuepa tpocepwrncev tous wantas avtov “ And 


at daybreak he roused his disciples (by calling).” 

vil. 32 (= Matt. xi. 16). owovor evcaw Trard.ots ToLs Ev ayopa KAaPnpueEvals Kat 
mporpwvovtw adrrnrows, AeyouTes ‘“ calling out at one another’’ 
(e et adclamant ad invicem dicentes; a qui clamant ad 
alterutrum dicentes). 


> 


U 
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Luke 
xlil. 12. wv de avtnv o Incovs tpocepwvncev Kat elev AUTH * YUVAL... 


not mposepwvncev avTnv Kat but mpocedwvncev Kat evrev avTyH all 
authorities. 
Then in Acts: 

xxi. 40. Emotpeyavtos de avtov o Ilavdos eatws evs Tov avaBabuwv 
KATETELTE TN XELPLTW AAW. TOAANS SE TLYNS YEevouEVNS TpOTEepo- 
vnoe Tn EBpaids duarextw reywv * Avdpes adedrgpor... 

Could anything be more Lucan or more instructive? Paul 
calls out in the Hebrew dialect to the crowd generally. In all 
the N.T. there is only one more occasion where the word is 
used. This follows close here at Act xxii. 2: 

Axovoavtes de ott Ty EBpaids biadextw Tpocepwvet avTOlS... 

D here omits avtois but the others have it. 

The avtovs here however stands in a different position to that 
in Luke xxiii. 20, for it is the answer and recognition that the 
shouted tones of the ‘‘ apology” of St. Paul to the crowd had 
been addressed to or at them, and at no others but the Jews 
forming the crowd in Jerusalem. 

Luke 

XXili. 23. Kay KaTicxXvov at Povat avtov (—Kat Tov apyepeov) NBL’ 
130 it” [non ¢ f d 6] sah boh followed by W-H and Soden, 
although the latter has no new witnesses, and ignores Merx 
ad loc. (p. 490) ‘‘Die Streichung dirfte alexandrinische 
Redaktion sein.” 

This should perhaps be classed under the head of “‘ Latin and 
Coptic,” but it really seems to be an attempt at improvement. 

In verse 13 the record says: miAatos Se cuvKadecapevos TOUS 
apXLEpels KaL TOUS apxXoVTas Kal Tov daov, and the scene is carried on 
uninterruptedly over the intervening verses to verse 23 without specifying 
any particular part of the crowd which was doing the talking and 
shouting. Hence perhaps NBL etc. thought it was invidious to single 
out the chief priests as those who raised their voices above the crowd at 
the last. At any rate 892 and Paris®’ refuse to give us the text of NBL. 
Those cursive MSS with c f d 6 and the rest of the Greeks, with the 
syriacs, support the ordinary text. (Consult Tischendorf’s note ad loc.) 
Observe that T ceases at xxii. 20. That is why T is absent here 
{replaced by T’). 

Luke 
Xxlll. 49. mavtes ot yywotot avTw (prom. o yv.avtov) Only ABLPT' 
33 64 Paris” Sod*"" W-H. The group does not look trustworthy, 
for itis unusual. All others oppose, including NW and latins, 
and fam 1 fam 13 do not sympathise with this change although 
making many similar efforts. Nor does Soden adopt avtw in 


his text although he produces a little new support for it in 
his notes. 


Cf. Acts i. 
ip 14. 

iv. 10. 
xiii. 38. 
XxXvill. 22. 


28. 


SPL T. 


B IN ST. LUKE’S GOSPEL. 291 


(The coptics turn the phrase and the syriacs substitute 
Jesus.) It would appear as if the dative were more in con- 
formity with classical usage, and as if this handful of witnesses 
were ‘‘improving”’ the record. For on the other hand there 
would be no good reason for changing avtw to avtcv. The 
Latins preserve no trace of auto. 

But ¢f. John xviii. 15 exewos nv yvwortos tw apyxveper followed 
by 16 0 adXos 0 yvwoTos Tw apyeper. In the latter case BC*L(X) 
substitute tov apxvepews. But Luke and John evidently do 
not hang on the same recension in B. When we reach Acts 
we find the dative : 


19. 0 Kat yywoTov EyEvETO TAGL TOLS KATOLKOVOLY LANL 


TOUTO UMLLV YYV@OTOV ECGTW 
YV@OCTOV EOTM TATLY ULV 
(Peter is speaking on all three occasions). 
YVMOTOV OVY ETTW VILLV 
TrEpt MeV yap TNS ALPETEWS TAVUTNS YYWOTOV NULVY EOTLY 
YY@ITOV OVY EGTW VELV 
(Paul speaking). 
TouTo Oe eyeveTo yvwmaTtov Tacw lovdatos Te Kat EXAnow 
(Writer of Acts recording). 


To these can only be added: 


Acts 


re, 42. 
xy. 18. 


Luke 
Xxili. 49. 


bid. 


yvoaotoy oe eyeveto KAD’ orXNS THS lormns 
YYWDOTA aT QAtw@VOS, OY YYWOTOV AT ALWVOS TW KUPL@Ms ss 
AD Iren™ ete. 
The fact remains that if avtw be correct in Luke xxiii. 49, 
we must accuse every other document but six of unnecessarily 
changing the dative to the genitive against Lucan usage in 
Acts. 


Immediately following the word avrw the mss NBDL Paris®’ 
add azo before waxpofev against the great mass. D is perhaps 
influenced by d and Jat. But W does not do it, nor A (which 
has avtw), nor V, nor C, nor R, nor X, nor thirteen other uncials, 
nor Sod. It looks like accommodation to other passages and 
is the ‘“‘longer”’ text. When we really analyse these things 
it becomes evident that the “‘junior” documents are not so 
much given to addition as some people suppose. Cf. parallels 
Matt. xxvii. 55, Mark xv. 40, where azo paxpoer is used. 
This should perhaps come under ‘purely harmonistic,”’ but 
we want to tie three things together here as to B. First avtw 
(pro avtov in this verse; second +a7o; and third: 
+ac (ante yuvatxes) B only and sah [non boh] and Paris*’. 
B is here deserted by the others and by L. Only Paris” 
sustains it, which is more than hopeless for its case. Even 
U 2 
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Luke 


XXIV. 


4, 


LL 


18. 
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W-H, who place avtw and +a7o in their text, relegate this az to 
themargin. Soden adopts none of the three changes of B. What 
becomes of B’s authority elsewhere then in his estimation ? 

We have thus convicted B of three changes in this verse. 
One with ALP, one with NDL, one alone. They cannot all 
be right. So B must either be right alone in all three places 
taken jointly, or accused of dealing unfaithfully with the 
record. I leave B to be judged here in the side light of the 
other testimony collected in these pages. 
ev Tw aTropera Oat (pro ev Tw OtaTropercOar) NBCDL 4, preferring 
ahiatus.t Is it right against all others including W Sod” 
892 and Paris’? Yet Soden adopts it in his text. St. Luke 
elsewhere (ix. 7, Acts 1. 12, v. 24, x. 17) always uses 
dcatopew. [Only in Luke xxi. 25 azopa the noun is used 
and there a draé Xey. No other N.T. writer employs this or 
duaTropew. | 

In Luke ix. 7 D only changes cae duntroper to ntropetto. 

In Acts ii. 12 the dunzopouv of most is made duntopouvto by 

NAB. 
Tavta (pro avtwy secund.) This is a distinct case of abandon- 
ing the “harder” reading. Hence many authorities do it. 
The sentence runs—very uneuphoniously — Kar efavnoav 
EVMTLOV AUTWV WOEL Anpos Ta PHULATA AVTWV Kat NTLOTOUV 
avtais. (So most and f arm.) 

This second avtwy is changed to tavta by NBDL latt 
[non f] sah boh syr. But syr and boh turn the sentence 
round, implying an original difficulty. 

In Paris*’ tava is in square brackets implying I understand 
from Schmidtke’s preface (but he is not very clear as to this) 
that the word is omitted. 

W is very clear and holds the second avtwy, as does §92, yet 
Sod prints tavta in his text and has no new authorities to 
adduce for it. Cf. pers. 
ovowate (pro w ovowa) NBULNX Paris” 69 [contra fam] 213 
Sod®*" et tat, b against all others and against coptic clearly. 
Tisch says ‘“‘saepe Luc © dvoua, 7 dvoua ut i. 26, 27, 1. 25, 
vill. 41, xxiv. 13, Act xiil.6; saepius vero certe in Actis ovopate 
ut 1.5, x. 38, xvi. 20, Act v. 1, 34, viii, 9,4x. 10,11, 125000 
x. 1, 11, 28, xii. 18, xvi. 1, 14, xvii. 84 etc. At nusquam pro 
ovonate testes Graect aut Latini w ovopa substituerunt ; 
contra pro w ovopa substitutum ovopate xxiv. 18, Act xiii. 6.” 


t This is not distasteful to them. See xxiy. 6 adda nyepbn (pro add’ nyepOn) NBLX 83 


Paris as copt (sah AAAK AQTTWOTH, boh AAAA AcyTuNe), W ada 


aveorn. 
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Luke 
There is the matter in a nutshell. ovoyate is substituted 
for @ ovoua, but not w ovopa for ovowatt. The places he 
refers to last are Luke xxiv. 13 in this same chapter, where 
n ovowa refers to cwunv Eupaovs. Here D and latins substitute 
nome, 
Acts xiii. 6  ovoua referring to the Jewish magician Barjesus. 
D again alone substitutes ovoyate KaXovpevov (d nomine qui 
vocatur) and some curgives ovopatt. C wv ovoza (cul nomen 
erat Lucif vg cui nomen e). 
But in the place under immediate discussion Luke xxiv. 18 
b is alone among the Latins to agree with NBLNX; note 
well the absence of a here, otherwise quite friendly to B. 
And D d refuse to make any change here. I believe the com- 
bination NBLX here to represent the same as so often before 
a wilful emendation, and N like 0 to have changed fortuitously. 
When 69 opposes the family it also has this significance. 
xxiv. 21. adda ye (+a) cuy Tacw Tovtos... NSBDL Paris” 1 33 d 
[non copt] W-H d& Sod txt. The only others which insert 
Kat, sah" (syr cu sin pesh kat vdov) suppress adda ye. 

I am sure that this is mere ‘‘improvement” by NBDL. Why 
should ali others drop this car? It is not by any means pleonastically 
objectionable (cf. Winer, p. 554, but see p. 700 ‘‘ The particles adda ye, 
yet at ali events, are in earlier writers always separated by some word (be 
it only a particle): see Klotz, p. 15 seq. This rule is not observed in 
Luke xxiv. 21 adda ye avy Tact TovToLs TplTNVY TAUTNVY NuEpay ayer: see 
Bornemann in loc.”” Winer says nothing about the endeavour of NBDL 
to supply this particle. They add the conjunction «az instead. Blass 
indeed (Thackeray, p. 261/8) calmly accepts adda ye cae as the “true” 
text, for he twice cites it thus without intimating that «az is only found 
inNBDL. ‘The ‘best’ Mss read so and so” is inflicted on us so often 
that it will be seen that the phrase has already caused Blass in a N.T. 
standard grammar to abandon all the other overwhelming evidence 
(+ versions) for the omission of «az. He founds an argument on it, 
because p. 268 bottom he says ‘‘ Besides its use in this passage adda ye 
«az is found in Luke xxiv. 21 introducing an accessory idea in an emphatic 
way” [yes, but by NBLD only !] ‘cp. adda cau ibid. 22, xii. 7, xvi. 21 ‘not 
only this but also’ as in Ph. i. 18 yatpw adra Kat yapnoomar”’... 

But we contend the contrary, that the idea was not expressed to 
the satisfaction of NB, and so they introduced the xa, for the very 
passage Blass was referring to previously does not have it, viz. 1 Cor. ix. 2 
arrga ye viv evar and this is the only other place where adda ye occurs 
“ey adXols OVK ELL ATTOTTONOS adda ye vuV expt.” As Blass says 260/261 
“ Still ye keeps its proper meaning in adda ye vay expe 1 Cor. ix. 2 ‘ yet at 
least I am so to you,’ which classical Greek would express by separating 
the particles aXX vy ye.” 
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Observe pevouvrye, Kartorye, or Kar ye (Acts 11. 18, 1 Cor. iv. 8) are 
not used here in Luke xxiv. 21, and therefore «az is by implication absent. 
dca rye (Luke xi. 8) is used by the same author without any «az, and os ye 
(Rom. viii. 32) by St. Paul. Both these examples are important. 
Consult them, and observe in the second that adda follows. 

It is too bad that Blass should complicate these things for theological 
students by neglecting to state that «ac in Luke xxiy. 21 is not read by all 
but only by the few. 


Luke 
xxiv. 383. nOporcpevous (pro cuvnOporcpevovs) NBD 33 Hus boh [non 


sah| W-H & Sod txt contra rell et Cyr (fuse et plene) et e 
(diserte ‘‘ collectos in unum ”’’). 

If SBD W-H and Sod be correct then it is a dmaé dey. for abportw 
occurs nowhere else and Soden adduces no new evidence! Whereas 
avvabportw is Lucan and occurs twice in Acts xii. 12 cuvidwv te nrOev 
eme THV orxcav (Tyns) Mapas tys wntpos Iwavvov Kat emikadXovpevov Mapxou 
ov noav tkavot cuYNnO pola pevor Kat TpocevxXomevor, Acts xix. 25 ous cuv- 
adpotoas Kat Tous TEpL Ta TOLaUTA EpyaTas elTev * avdpes...where NB 
leave the compound word undisturbed. But in Luke xxiv. 33 there is a 
second little cvy which seems to have disturbed these critics, a ‘ nicety’ 
of Eusebius probably, for the sentence runs: kat avactavtes avtn TN 


wpa uTectpeay Els iAn * Kat evpov auvnOpotopeEvous Tous EevoEeKa Kat 
tovs XYN autos. 

Xxlv. 89. Kat capa Katootea B*'. Evidently a very ancient ‘‘ improve- 
ment.” Tischendorf’s note is so arranged as to B that it is 
not at all clear and separates B from the supporting evidence. 
For Iren'™ has “‘ neque ossa neque carnes habet,’’ and D and 
Dial turn the phrase, bringing the one «az before capxas. 
Thus D ootea ove eye kat capxas, Dial octea kat capKas ovK 
EXEL, also TVEULA YAP TAPKA KAL ODTEA OUK EXEL, 

But all the rest omit the double «av. 

I dislike to make the following suggestion, as so many scholars think 
such things are far-fetched, but if B or its parent were using a graeco- 
copt (vide Oponfevtes just above) it is possible that Tec just before CAPE 
in the bohairic column would have caught his eye, and his mental process 
involving the thought of Greek te...«a, have caused the first «az to flow 
from his pen. In doh it is thus: 

MA EOCONTEC CAPE Et KAC KATA dpHt 

W-H do not follow B here, which is an admission that they con- 

sidered B to have been guilty of trying to “‘ improve.” 


Omission changing the Sense. 
Luke 


v. 38. —S&save Neves BLWE Sod™ 33 157 2° (Sod) 892* ? [non 
Paris®’] copt W-H & Sod txt against all and N*. 
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This makes a statement out of it, instead of a question, which our 
Lord answers in verse 34, although in verse 34 it merely says o S¢ unaovs 
ecmev Tpos avtovs. Possibly the absence of amoxpifers here led to excision 
of dsate above. I do not see why all other authorities should add Scate 
however. W-H do not even place d&vatz in margin and have no note on 
this in ‘Select Readings.’ Why should N* have it? There must have 
been some marginal note in the Egyptian copies leading to excision in 
B, followed by the corrector of N. For excision it must be and not 
“neutral” or “ pre-syrian.” Some bol codd have it. W omits, but V 
Paris” have it. Possibly MAOHTAIIWANNOY MA@HTAIAIATIIWANNOY 
was misleading. Tregelles correctly refers to Mark ii. 18 where the 
account is as follows :— 

kat noav or pabntar Iwavvov Kar ot dapicaioe (vel Tov dhapicaiwr) 
VIO TEVOVTES, KAL ENNOVTAL KAL NEeyovow aUT® ~ OLraTte ol padnrat Twavvov Kal 
ot (wabnrat) Tov papicatwy vnotevovaw, or de cor (uaPnTat) ov VnaTEVOVOL? ; 

Here the statement (implied by the loss of dvatzs in Luke) is first 
made, as in these ampler accounts by Mark, and then dcatu follows. 
Possibly in an endeavour to harmonise with Mark, the dvatz in Luke. 
was marked in the margin of some copies. Modern commentators 
generally seem silent as to this important change. Tert does not help. 


Addition for the Worse. 
Luke 

xiv. 34. +ovy (post cadov) ‘‘ kadov ovy to adka”’ at the introduction of 
a new subject, quite divorced from xiv. 33 jin. which closes 
the previous subject. -+ovv is read by NBLX fam 18 only 
with boh pl [not all, and not sah]. It is a simple error in 
boh for the word in both sah and boh for salt ends in ove and 
the oven crept im and not out, as sah shows when it disagrees 
thus with its friends NBL. The ending on in Greek- may 
have led to the addition. But it is quite uncalled for and 
is not an example of the ‘‘shorter” text. W-H and Sod 
diligently follow NBLX bof and have no marginal alterna- 
tive. And I claim that they are absolutely and utterly 
wrong here. W knows nothing of this, nor D, nor syr, 
nor lat, but Paris®’ and 892 with Sod°'*® preserve this 

old error. (Cf. Merx ad loc. p. 321). 

An illustration offers in the previous column of B as to how easy in 
uncial writing was such a mistake. At Luke xiv. 27 in the phrase ootus 
ov Bactaker tov aTavpov eavToU Kal EpYETaL OTLTW MoU OV OUVATAaL ELVAaL [Lov 
padntns B* writes OYN for OY prim., contradicting the sense, in fact 
making nonsense. 

(But in an addition for the better at xxiv. 39 “‘« ae capa Kat ootea’ 
by B we find Westcott and Hort as well as Soden refuse to follow). 


’ 


~~ 
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Subtraction for the Worse. 


In this connection add Luke xv. 9 tas didas Kar yertovas (—Tas) 
NBL 157 247 Sod “4° boh® W-H ¢& Sod tat only (D tas yertovas Kat 
didouvs). 

All others have tas before yevrovas including W and Paris®’, which 
latter has tovs with M and five other min. 


Indeterminate. 


Luke 
ii. 17. dvaxabapar (pro Kar dvaxadapier) N*B a e sah boh Iren™ 


Tert?™s* Heracl followed by W-H & Soden without a shred 
of new evidence (contra rell et N* rell it Iren®* Orig'™ et 
contra DW 892 Paris® etc.). 


Examples of some passages which will always remain too difficult to 
adjudicate, omitted under Matthew. 


Matthew 
ix. 6. evdnte NBKMUVAII al. sah boh syr lat 
LOnTe CD*HFLX al. et k videatis 
8. efoBnOnoav NBD fam 1 22 33 59 372 Sod* latt (praeter 
f vide infra) copt syr aeth 
eOavpacav C rell omn Sod” (vide B & G) arm 


Om. X Iren™ 
f and goth conflate: admirantes timuerunt et 
The parallel is Luke v. 26 Kat exotacis ehaBev anavras. Itis wholly . 
questionable whether NBD represent the true text here (although 
supported by Jatt syr copt). The two readings are very old; observe the 
conflation of f goth (these two alone) which corresponds to Luke’s— 
EXOTAOCLS. 


Indeterminate and difficult. 
Luke 


xill, 7. +aq’ ob (post ern) NSBDULT fam 18 892 Paris” 157+ (+a¢ 
ms) Sod? 119? tt et 8 [contra A*] ug et vg* Uatess boh syr cu 
sin arm aeth 

Contra om. rell Gr omn syr*" °* diatess (Orig) Bas bis 
‘ Iren™ 


This is an exceedingly hard place to judge. Soden and W-H follow 


+ Cf. note on xix. 4, p. 279. 
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NBDLT with the addition without marginal note, nor have W-H any 
remarks in ‘Select Readings’ (although xiii. 8 is noticed as to xompra). 
Observe this is a question of a longer text and not a shorter one. Had 
the positions been reversed I can understand a summary dismissal of the 
evidence of the other side as an accretion to fill out the sense. But here 
is an accretion on the part of the beloved authorities who are supposed 
to give us a ‘“‘pre-syrian’’ pure and short text. I claim that we are 
justified in objecting to a theory which overlooks or refuses discussion of 
such a place in the notes. 

The situation is full of interest. Here is the despised bok supporting 
NBLT. While sah opposes. Here is D joining NBLT, but that is 
explainable because all the Latins here go with d and NBDLT against 
the diatess arab; even 6 against A®*. Here is vg* datess opposing 
diatess arab. Here is Iren™ opposing all the Latins. Here is Basil 
joined to the Greek uncials (all but the five mentioned) and all the 
cursives (but fam 13 157 892 Paris” Sod™°) against the addition. But syr 
cu sin with arm aeth (against sah) support. Here is Origen opposing the 
addition thus: “‘ uniote eAOwy o dearrotys etn * NON TPLa ETN EPYomal ETL 
THY GUKNY TAaUTNVY Kat KapToV ovK nveyxev...”’ We cannot refer to a 
parallel, because there is none. On referring to the new authorities, 
what do we find? We find W does not add. We find V does not add. 
(Neither apparently e sil. Sod does Laura4!.) But Sod Paris®’ do add. 
We thus have two new authorities for the addition, and two against it. I 
should not go into this detail, but that I have not noticed elsewhere 
several changes in xiii. 1/6. Observe then xiii. 2 tavra for tovavta, 
Xill. 3 opotws for wcavtas, xill. 5 woavtos for opoiws, xii. 4 adroit for obtot, 
“xiii. 4 +-rovs (ante avOpwrovs), xiii. 4 —ev (ante Anu), xiii. 6 > meputev- 
pevnv ev TW apTeNwve avTou, all changes adopted by approximately the 
same small group of Greek uncials, which shows at all events that in 
the neighbourhood of the passage under discussion there was community 
of origin. I consider that this passage in xiii. 7 requires the most 
delicate weighing in the light of all the claims of those friendly to B for 
the “‘shorter”’ text. In this same verse please to notice B* ALONE with 
80 substitutes tov tomov for tnv ynv. 


Conflict between B and Origen. 


I have indicated many places in the foregoing as to this. As to 
Origen why is he wrong at: 


Luke 3 
Vil. 39. 1 awrouevn (pro nts anterar) Orig confirmed by D* 
vill. 15. evs tv KaXnv ynv Orig confirmed by D 157 it 
xl. 12. Omit ev avtn tn wpa Origen with 33 


19. —7rodXa prim Orig** with Serapion 
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ei 19. amoxepeva (pro Ketpeva) N 235 348 Sod'443 6”° Clem 
Bas Orig’ bis reposita 
glial om. Clam (f) keueva...om. D abeder Leo 
avaoTa ouv om. 488 
xiii, 24. +6va rns otevns (post evcedOerv sec.) Origen solus cum (syr sin) 
XVill. 381. TeXecwOnoeTar Orig 60 267 Paris®’ y** z** al*® 
et Sod’ against tereoOnoerar rell, 
Consult also such definite cases as: 
Xxll. 3. KaXoupevor NBDLX Paris” al’ d W-H Sod tat 
eyouevov So 1094 1354 al. pauc. 
€T LKANOULLEVOV Rell et Orig Eus (tt cognominatur) 


I do not understand the science of following the elder Greek uncials 
against Marcon and Origen especially when combined in Luke. e.g. 
Xxll. 4. autos tapadw avtov NBCGKLII Sod W-H txt without 
marginal alternative 
autov Tapadw avtos APWXTAA unc’ bc f ¢ Marcion™rh bis 
Origen Hust vis 
(while D a de ffi l omit avtous). 
xxly. 31. AaBovtwy de avtwy Tov aptov am auTou 
nvuynoav ot op6. avtov Ddce avtav Oe dinvorxOnoav 
AaBovtwy de avtwy Tov aptov Sinvory- ot op0aruor B rell 
Oncoav avtwy or opOarpor Orig 
Obs. syr sah diatess +ev0ews. There must be a connection 
between this and D dc e Orig. 

32. While B retains the two clauses ws...ws (only dropping the 
connecting «az in the coptic manner with sah boh) Origen, no 
less than eleven times, omits the first ws eXaXer nuw with 
abce ff,lr syr cu sin Ambr Aug. 

11. 52. mpoexomtev (+ 7n) codia Kar yrLKLia Kat yapitt BW Paris” 
etc. and W-H (ev tn cogia NL copt Orig?“ ; —tn Cyr Epiph 
bis and all the rest as Sod™*) but Orig*:° omits the article. 

As regards the conjunction including D, while in some places of 

_ considerable weight, in others it must be also attributed to Origen, 
although sometimes we cannot quote him specifically. In this respect — 
hear Hort (‘Select Readings,’ p. 70, col 2): ‘‘ So that he (Origen) seems, 
in his Commentary on Matthew, to have written under the influence of 
the Western Ms or Mss which have so largely affected the text of this 
work elsewhere.” (Cf. Matt x. 28, x. 37). 


s 


Conflict between B and Hort. 
Luke 
xxiv, 12, Verse omitted by Tisch and Hort (following Dabdelr) is 
found in B. 


CHAPTER: IX. 


B in St. JOHN’S GOSPEL. 


Examples of editing by B. 


John 


ix. 6. emeOnxev (pro emexpicev) B(C*?) Sod“* et W-H txt (ex ix. 15). 


36 intt. —amexp.On exewvos Kar extev _B, over an erasure, with W 
alone and T' [negl. Sod]. This looks like a mistake but BW 
add edn after ect and T" before tus eat. Sah elides atrexpiOn 
exetvos Kat but has ectrev (TEXAC] tantum). Boh (with aeth) 
elides exezvos (AcJEpOeW MIEXAC), but syr sin emphasises this 
thus ‘‘ He that was healed saith to Him.” a has respondit, 
eliding exewvos kat ecmev as (A®). For alle q substitutes ilz. 

The new mss T’W with B elide amexpi0n exervos and BW 
have edn after ect instead of exrev before tus ects and T' 
writes Kaz ey Tis eotiv Ke; (observe N in verse 37 has edn, while 
all have egy in verse 38). The trouble has arisen over the 
repeated expressions in verses 36, 37, 38, 39, and if anything 
were lacking to show how B operated this makes matters 
clearer. Being in doubt in verse 36 and casting forward like 
a hound he observes the varieties of wording; he writes 
something in and then cancels it again, substituting ey later, 
which, notwithstanding the support of ‘T'W, is very unlikely 
here, and belongs later in verse 38, and not in verse 36 with 
BW, nor in verse 37 with N. 

Hort (Vol. J. ‘ Text,’ p. 557) says: ‘‘ Even when B stands quite alone, 
its readings must never be lightly rejected, though here full account has 
to be taken of the chances of clerical error and of such proclivities as can 
be detected in the scribe of B, chiefly a tendency to slight and inartificial 
~ assimilation between neighbouring passages.” But the trouble is that 
while saying this Hort did not recognise the places where B is guilty of 
this but printed them—in this case in his margin. 


Solecisms of B, and many that may be considered almost as such. 
John 
i, 4 jin. —Tev avOpotov Bo 


13. —ovde ex OeAnuatos avdpos B*  17* Clem™ ““~ Hus lb? 
Aras vid in Psa 21 (Tichon™) 
W-H do not omit, but why not? True Iven and Tert 
witness to it, but W-H might have omitted this with Clem 
Athan as well as many other things. 
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i. 14. 


il. 


iil. 


lv. 


15. 


21. 
I, 


ie 


23. 
16. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


—xat (ante adnOeras) LEE 

(Boh has the usual nese seeasxeHt, but sah Ot gee. 
Neither use O+¢02, here.) ey 
0 ELT@V (pro ov erTrov) B*C* and N* (Orig?) and W-H 
tat (non R.V. Sod). Both coptics have ‘‘and crieth out saying ” 
(ECW gaseoc). Taking verses 14 and 15 together there is 
some significance attaching to these things. Tisch does not 
quote copt for emery. Atany rate the community of origin of B 
and copt is established (as against others) by verse 16 wut where 
ote init (for cae of many) is also the reading of the coptics. 
OV. OU TL NAELAS EL B™ vid (variant al.) 
>EeoTL yeypaupevov (pro yeyp. eotw)  B*' cum Sod>* et Chr 
Cyr (Epiph nv yeyp.), but against all the rest, and Oxyr**’ 
ryeypappevos (Sic) eotw. 
tpiow nu. (—ev) B*! et [W-H] Orig®™" Tert 1/2 Ambrst 
(of. sah), but against all others and Clem Orig’+ Hus Chr Cyr 
Iren™ (Evst 47 with Ign ova tprwv nuepwr). 

{ Thereagainst in verse 20 B has ev with the mass Re Nac 
omit with Clem. | 
ev T® Tacya TN EopTn (—ev sec.) BM 
tov viov (—avtov) NBW soli (et W-H, non R.V. Sod) Not 
even Li or T? nor V nor 892 nor Paris®’ nor even 33 omits in 
this important place; nor d which begins again just here. In 
fact syr sim insists thus: ‘“‘ His Son His only,” and sah ‘‘ His 
Son His only Son,” and Tertullian is clear. 

Having once stated this in verse. 16, there is not so much 
harm in omitting avrov in verse 17 as do NBLT?W fam 1 22 
262 2° (Sod) Sod! Cyr Ath. 


. —TO TVEUpA B* et h***? syr sin? soli vid 


+ Tw (ante Iwan) NB soli vid [| W-H| 


. —7 yun B and sy sin only (see under Syriac). 


W-H tzxt omit then alone with B. R&.V. and Sod restore it. 
N* substitutes execvn for n yurn. 


. suvndOov ovy (pro ws ovv sess B*! cf. e inter latt. 
. Ova THY NaXLAY coU B*' cum Orig?®, contra N° rell pl dia ryv 


onv Nadav et Orig ex Heracl. (Sia tnhv onv paptuptav N*D b dlr) 


3. nXOev ovy Tadw ev kava (pro Xr. ovv TAX, ELS THY Kava) 


B (nec mutav. correct.) cum N Sod**“*, See under ‘“‘ Change 
without Improvement.” 


. THY wpay exewny (—Tap avtov) B°' cum boh®. NACDKUTI 


and W have tnv wpav tap autor, 
and LYAA unc’ have rap avtwv thv wpav with Chr Cyr. (Sod! * 
THY wpav, —Tap avtwv but without exevvyy which B has.) 


ibid fin. avtnv (pro avtov), of the boy, by BA, simply an error. I 


might point out that even here B has the countenance of 
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Jobn 
another MSs, yet it is an error common to both (avto 892), 


Instead of grasping therefore at any support for B readings, 
and where support is found, of adopting them, let us be a 
little more circumspect. 

The prophecy which I adventured on page 12 has come 
true. Observe that von Soden’s witness 6 371 (a Ms at Sinat 
No. 260) now supports B’s hitherto unique OponOevtes in 
Luke xxiy. 37, and that Sod’*** (a ms at Athos, Pantel. 28) 
supports B’s theft in John ix. 6 of emeOnxev (for emeypicev) from 
verse 15. See also John viii. 59 —de B now supported by W. 

tv. 7. mpos ewou (pro mpo ewov) BL only and St. 1550 tat. This 
seems to destroy the sense and give the opposite sense. See 

Winer (Moulton edition, p. 467). 
W-H reject all the last seven readings which I have cited 


for B. 
14. —o (ante Incovs) Bet |W-H| 
17. —Incovus NBW 314 892 Sod** (male de 1?” ? 


= Laura“™) soli vid et| W-H]. (The aeth inserts Dom. Jesus 
after et respondit et dixit ws, q has et respondit willis Jesus.) 
Otherwise all mss and versions have it in an early position. 

19. —o0 uncovs B ce Hust 47 Tert.- This time 
without the agreement of LW or 892. In square brackets in 
W-H. No versions omit here either. 

But then if Tert is to be of weight here, why not at verse 25 where 
he omits (both in Prax and Res) «cat vuv ect with N and a 0, but as B 
does not do it, Westcott and Hort fail to exhibit this “‘ shorter” text even 
in their margin. Had B joined here for omission they would of course 
have left it out. Can anything be clearer that it is B and nothing else 
but B which they consider “‘ neutral.’’ 

Observe again verse 27 >xav xpiolv edwxev avtw e€ovoray Trove by N 
alone (for cau e£ovoray ebwxev avtw Kpiolv Trove) is exactly the method of 
Ter™ “ et judicium dedit illi facere in potestate.” This may be wrong, 
if you will, but in the next verse but one, verse 29, W-H avail of a 
‘‘nicety ’ of B alone of Greeks, as it is supported by Tert and sah a e ff 
Aug (against Iren™*) to omit de in the second of the pair of clauses, 
printing oo ta davada instead of os de ta favda of all other authorities. 
The new Ms W has «az oz for ot de (with m boh” syr arm Iren™). We 
come back to the same old thing of some marginal remark in the parent 
of these Egyptian copies which led to change. 


John 
v.45. +pos tov matepa (post o katnyopwv vuwv)  B* inter omn. 


On the other hand observe sy7 cu (alone of the versions) omits 


+ This must be a “sunspot” according to Souter (‘Text and Canon,’ 1913, p. 22). 
“* Little things,” however, ‘‘ show how the wind blows.” 
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Tpos Tov TaTepa occurring previously, and deletes it altogether 
from the verse, as only Ambr". 


vi. 17. See under ‘‘ Order.”’ 


. See under ‘‘ Form.” 


3. —ov (ante Oeov) B258 Cyr|W-H | (cf. copt). Here the article 


seems to be needed. N Sod’ and Syn*™ substitute tov matpos 
in reduplication of the beginning ovy ot: tov matepa ewp., and 
where some Chr codd substitute on the other hand tov @eov 
while ND a b de substitute tov Oeov for tov matepa at the end 
of the verse. (Hvan 248 Sod'* substitute wap avtov for 
mapa tov Oeov). 


50. amtoOvnckn (pro atobavn rell omn et Orig Thdt) B Hus W-H 
mg (reOvnEerar Clem™t amrorntra WV) 
Tt 58. —o (ante Incovs) B et [W-H]| 
58. e& ovpavov (pro ex tov ovpavov) BCT 892 Sod**" (et W-H) but 
against all others and Orig Hus Cyr. 
t vii. 1. Incous (—0) B et [W-H] 
3. See under “‘ Coptic.” 
6. mapeoti (pro eatwy) B*' See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
22. ove (pro ovy) 5? 
23. +0 (ante avOpwros) BN Sod’ 33 p** 597 Sod”? [non 


al. vid.| | W-H | 


34. See under “‘ Coptic.” 


. Tpos E“e (PrO Tpos pe) B 


(Om. mpos we ND b d e Cypr Vict Aug 2/3 Tisch) 
mit. ov« (pro ovy vel ovyt) B*N soli 
(ovy LT Orig W-H; rell ovyt) 


t viii. 12. Incous (—0) B 
+ 25. Incous (—0) B (b*"*) | Cf. et vii. 16 Incovs (—0) NB 33 


t 34. Inoous (—0) B 314 Cyr soli et (W-H) 
+ 39. Inaous (—0) B 
ibid. toverte B 604 ff vg (seq. ete) et W-H tat Cf. Orig 
qui lectt in commune habet. 
t 42. Incous (—0) B Sod'®* 
ibid. +0 (antematnp) B*! 
58. Incous (—0) BC e*T* Paris*’ et W-H 
59, —6de BW soli cum vg®® [non W-H | 


ix. 7. See under ‘‘ Homoioteleuton.”’ 


27. 


35. 
+ 41. 


+ouv post t.  B*' cum aeth et georg et boh*® (et W-H marg) 
See under ‘‘ Coptic.” > 
Inaous (—6) NB et W-H 

Inaous (—0) B 


+ In all these cases W-H insist upon enclosing 6 in square brackets in their text, 
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John 
x. 1. >vupiv reyo  B cum pers contra MSS omn et verss rell et 


contra Clem Chr Cyr Orig™ et Lucif. 
7. Incovs (-9) B118 [non fam] et | W-H| 

>vuw rAeyo B' pers ut solet again, showing that in verse 1 
it is absolutely premeditate. I cannot fathom the reason for it. 
In a dozen instances previously in this Gospel B has made no 
change; nor does he change on the next occasions at xu. 24, xiii. 16, 20, 
but at xii. 21 he writes again vu Neyo (against Ovig'* and Ath al.) and 
none of Soden’s sympathetic Mss join B either at x. 1, 7, or at xi. 21; at 
xiv. 12, however, he leaves Xeyw vu alone as at xvi. 20, 23; nor does he 
seem ever to vary Xeyw oot on the half dozen occasions where this occurs 
except at Luke xxii. 43, where BC*L arm pers have apunv co rey. 
Observe Origen with MWATI latt for vu XAeyo at Matt xxi. 27, and W 
alone at Matt xviii. 19 for vay Xeyw. The noteworthy thing about B in 
Matthew is that he uses the order avtw exrev with pers in xv. 15, and 
soon after at xvi. 4 has artes for Gytec alone of Greeks with pers™ arab™. 
Cf.& pers soli Matt xvii. 19 avtos yevnoetar. All in the same Semitic 
Gospel and W and NS in the same chapter and verse in different 

phrases. (Cf. Luc xii. 22 where vuw eyo is probably original). 
John - 
x. 18. tavtnyv evtorAnyv (pro tautnyv tHv evTorny) B*' cum Sod. 

(Error ex homorotel. vel ex lat.) 
93. Incovs (—0) B 


25. Inoovs (—0) - B on] 
32. >7rodXa epya ederEa vv Kara B*' vid cwm Sod**! (Patmos 92) 

This order is otherwise unique among the Greeks. NAKAIIW Ath etc. 
Sod*** have moda epya xara edevEa vuwv, DUXTA and most have 7ovXra 
Kana epya ederEa vuuv, While W 220 Hust 54 b gat syr sin Tert Thdt omit 
Kara, and 127 and 245 Hpiph omit epya. The omission of cara by W 220 
Evst 54 b gat syr sin and Tert may be basic. The copies were evidently 
marked in the margin, and B shows this by slipping in the word later 
than the place in which it belongs. His order and his reading can 
certainly not be called “neutral,” although Hort actually follows B here 
- in his text, which he invariably does when a variety of readings confront 
him, and he clings to B to help him out of the difficulty of choice. But 
the result is only to get further into the mire of idol worship. Souter’s 
edition of the R.V. condemns Hort by going back to the textus receptus 
and printing 7od\Xa Kara epya ederEa vay with D and the majority. As 
a matter of fact the versions point on the other hand to the order of the 
8 group, and W joins b and Tert for suppressing «ada altogether. 
(Tischendorf and von Soden forget to mention Tertullian). 

I notice this matter at some length, because basic principles are 
involved. And these are that in a question of varieties of order, with 
omission of a word by some, the probabilities are, first, that the omission 
is neutral, and the word has been supplied from marginal indications, 
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or, second, that the omission is an error from carelessness and the matter 
mended from marginal observations. 

In both cases the margin supplies the missing word.t Mrs. Lewis 
has very clearly stated this truism (Old Syriac Gospels, 1910, p. vi.) 
which I have quoted on p. 380 of my Genesis of the Versions. 

But I am sick and tired of being told that Hort’s methods are sound, 
his principles good, and his text the best yet published, when again and 
again he falls into a common trap like this, and follows a singular variety 
of order read by B alone, while the facts show that the order in B has 
been caused by the addition of a word out of the regular order, doubtless 
from marginal indications. 

How entirely unscientific are the principles involved can be seen 
from the passages we have adduced within one chapter (x.) and within 
eight verses (18/25). Here is the record: 

John x. 18. npev (pro atper) NB quite alone and W-H. Cast out by the 
: Revised Version text.t 


+ Observe beyond at xviii. 40 under this head, and under “ Order”’ at iv. 9, vii. 12, © 
88, xviii. 2 and xviii. 5. 
A small matter will illustrate this. St. John x. 42, being a very short verse at the 
end of the chapter, we read the tiny verse with thirteen variations : 
TOAAOL OV ETLOTEVTAY ELS AUTOV EKEL W sol 
kau 7roAAou erLoTEVoaY ELS AUTOY EKEL NBDLXY 1 33 157 218 248 249 z* 
Paris®” al$e¢ d vgD sah boh arm aeth W-H. 
Kat TrodAot emLoTEvo'ay ers avtoy (—exer) 118-209 pers boh*™ syr pesh sin it omn 
(praeter d 8) vgg omn. 


Kau emugtevoay ets avtoy moAdot (—exer) Sod vid 


Kal ETLOTEVTAY TOANOL ELS AUTOY EKEL AK ?MUIL fam 18 254 c** p** w'* goth 
Sod. 

Kal EmLOTEVTAY ELS aUTOY TOANOL EKEL 280 vid 

Kau eTLoTEVoaY Els avTOY eket TOAAOL X° (= Sod44, Munich 208) vid 

Kat emiotevoay modal evs avtov (—exert) K? 16 (sol inter gr) 

KQL ETLOTEVTAY TOAAOL EKEL Els AVTOY EGHSPAA minn mult tat rec § 

Kal emloTevoar eke TOOL Ets aUTOV ° 28 235 a** 


Kal eis auToy emiatevoay modo €& avTwy (—exer) arab (sed hab. exer codd™') 
moNXol TOLWUY EmLOTEVTUY ELS AUTO OV PRS Sess 
TOANOL EKEL ETLTTEVTAY ELS aUTOV Ghipreds: ces ; 

K? (Scholz) Evan 16 118-209 (Lake) Sod"* with all the Latins [except d 8] and syr 
pesh with syr sin and pers and Chr omit exer altogether. If exer belongs in 40 jin. (syr sin 
and pers transfer it to the beginning of verse 41) exes may well be redundant at the end 
of verse 42, At any rate we have latt and syr this time combined [without D d] against 
all the Greeks [but Hvan 16 118-209 Sod™*] for omission where the others vary the order 
{see further in xviii. 2]. The inference is that exe: came in from the margin, but very 
long ago (the ms 249 adds exe: in the following passage in xi. 1). 

** Readers often made notes in the margin of a ms. Now it was a pious exclamation ; 
now a parallel passage from another book; now an antiquarian note, or the expression 
of a difficult phrase. Such notes often found their way into the text, and sore is the 
resulting confusion.”—(Canon Glazebrook: ‘The next Revised Version,’ Contemporary 
Review, May 1913.) 

At John x. 88 just above, a most difficult place to judge, John Damascene confiates 
three readings: wa yvwre, kat TurTevonTe, Kat emtyweoKnTe. 

t See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” 
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x. 25. ovk emotevoate (pro ou miotevete) B 4 (83) 71 157 and several 
other cursives Sod f Chr! 2/7 and our A.V., Not followed 


by W-Ht 
32. kara post vutv _B alone with Sod**! and W-H. Cast out 


The examples of change in x. 18, 32 are not allowed in the R.V. 
text representing Hort’s own closest followers. The third case (x. 25), 
occurring between the two others, where he does not follow B, is a case 
where he certainly should have followed B. Not only has B quite 
respectable support for the reading, but grammatically it must have 
appealed to Hort: ‘“‘dmexpi0n avtois (6) “Incots * eimov tuiv Kal ov« 
émiatevoate. So writes B. ‘I told you and ye believed not,” exactly 
as our version of 1611. It would really seem as if Hort had some spite 
against King James’ translators, for when he can follow them (B teste) 
he refuses todo so.§ He prefers to reject B and its supporters for a rapid 
transition of tense: “‘eizov tuiy Kai od miatevete,”’ “I told you and ye 
believe not.” 

Need I say more concerning such a non-principled and unscientific 
base for Hort’s structure? Brick by brick it is crumbling, but it is not 
creditable that it has taken so long for the “‘ powers that be ’’—scholars 
in fact as well as in name—to see the weak points. 


Solecisms (continued). 


x. 34. Inaous (—0) BW soli et | W-H| 
Xi. (See under other headings) 
xii. 38. Incov (—Tov) B®! et [W-H] Cf. xix. 38 


ibid. exrnoOn (pro etAnpwbn) B*'. See under ‘ Synonyms.” 

10. eBouvrevoarto Se Kat or apxrepers  B' cum vg™ et goth (than 
auk). Observe one sah MS which adds “the Jews.” ‘‘ Took 
counsel therefore [for sah with Greek MU and a few substitute 
ovy for de| the Jews with the chief priests.” 

12. 0 oxdos modus (pro oxdos modus) BL soli vid cum boh (see 
under “ Coptic’’) et W-H tat (nil in marg). Their phrase is 
0 oxXAos Torus o EXwv for oxAos Tous 0 ehOwv. Clearly an 
attempted “improvement.” N*A 2?¢ go at it another way, 
and subdue o before edwv, thus: oydos Torus EXMwv. Sod? v'4 
0 oxAos 0 TrOAUS Oo EAOwv. 

13. expavyacayvy B**! vid (and see under “ Change of Tense’’) 


+ See under “ Change of Tense.’’ 
t¢ See here swpra. 
§ I do not mean that B is right, but that Hort’s avowed principles, acted on con- 
stantly elsewhere, should have been followed by him here. 
xX 
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xu. 18 


28. 


29. 


pani Be 3) 


10. 
18. 


19. 
21. 


23. 
26. 
ibid. 
27. 
(36. 


37. 


xiv. 10. 


ibid. 
16. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


. Matter of order B*' sah See under “Order.” Cf. also boh. 
flov To ovoxa (pro cov to ovoua) Band Evan 5 only. See 
under ‘‘ Hopelessness of considering B neutral.” 


— ovy B® and sah™ boh™ and a (and [ W-H]) 
de pro ouv W r. 
. —T7as B2 soli See under “ Syriac.” 


>Tetpos cyuwv B cum W (Note that in D Sod' 116470 
Est 32 ciuwv is omitted, and in c*" syr sin metpos is omitted ; 
no doubt the change of order in B is the result of an addition. 
Just as in the previous verse, the order encovs avtw (for avtw 
inoovs) by BACL Orig is probably due to original omission 
of avtw as witness DC*W [teste Sod non Lake] 7 213 Sod*® b 
delm boh arm) 

inaous (—0) B Orig soli vid, et W-H 


eve (pro em eve) B* [See under “‘ Change without Improve- 
ment”’ as to the rest of the verse | 

TLOTEUNTE BC Orig1/2 See under “‘ Change of Tense.”’ 

> vp eyo B* cum pers against all others and Orig" Ath. 


This is the third occasion of this. See above at x. 1 andx. 7. 
Hort neglects all of them. 
Incovs (—0) B 


MRS incre 
—To (ante rwpov sec.) tie 
Incovs (—0) BL et W-H 


Note also here Inaous (—0) BAC*I: Sod, 20°y"™ Soa. 
246 1443 against the mass. ) 
akonrovbev (pro akoXovOnoat)  BC* soli et W-H. See under 
‘““Change of Tense.” Note that B has axodrovfew apt but 
_C vuv axorovbeww. (In 47 157 435 d** v" and the ‘ Latin” 
codices 56 58 61 ap7t, which is the source of the change, is 
omitted.) 
miotevoets B*' (See under “‘ Coptic” and also “‘ Change of 
Tense.’’) 
Ta pnuata a eyw (—AEeyw) ULV aT Ee“auTOU ov AaAAw ~~ B, 
7 (pro pevn) fin vers post awva 8B b soli vid et W-H marg. 
From the variety of positions which 7 occupies in B, 8, LQX 
Cyr Did, whilst the pevn has to be accounted for as well, it is 
clear that 7 came from the margin, whether as a correction of 
pevy Or not. 


26/27. +eyo BL 314 soli (of. X 33 127 Sod®t eyw exrov 26 fin.) 


t+ This 


is a family of five mss (vol. i. p. 249) containing Cyril of Alexandria’s com- 


mentary on St. John’s Gospel. It is a nice link between B and Alexandria. Cyril 
seems to have placed eyw before e:rov, instead of after it as B does, in order to be sure 
that it came in 26 jin. and not in 27 init. See below again at xvi. 138 B with SodK«. 


ebid. 


Xvi. 1. 


. ovde ev (pro ovder) 


. ovoe exs ( pro ovders) 
. 0 av Oernte (pro o eav GernTEe) 


. TATNP ayle Sic (pro TaTeEp ayie) 


. nev (pro nun) 


. —€K TOU KooLOU AXA LWA THPHANS avTOUS 


. —77 (ante arnGeia) 


. TaTHp (pro Tatep) 


eTeTge (on 5 are.) 


. TaTnp OiKaLe Sic 
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See under both “ Syriac” and “ Coptic.” W-H insert at end 

of verse 26. 

B*' vid. Cf. copt (om. D d). See under 
Horm:© 

B*' vid. Cf. copt. See under ‘‘ Form.” 


B vid. See under ‘‘ Form.” 


. —pov tert. B*' (inter gr). See under ‘ Latin.” 

. 0 (pro &) B* (inter gr cum Paris*’) et W-H tat. See under 
“Latin.” 

. —vpassec. Bet [| W-H]| 

. ets THV aAnOetayv Tacav BAY Sod* soli cum Orig Did Cyr)) 

. —teAar\e B 213 397 aeth soli et | W-H] (Vide infra xviii. 39, 


5:6'e eae) 


. Incouvs (—0) BLW soli et W-H 
. Inaovs (—0) BCW Sod 222 + e¢ W-H 
. Incovs (—0) NB [non W] Sod?” + et W-H 


BN soli. [Sod neglects N.] 
Cf. xvii. 21, 24, 25. (See under ‘‘ Change of Case.”) 
B*' haud dubie per incuriam, quia seq. wet 
QaUTOV,. : 
B*. [Burgon quotes 
Athanasius for this (‘ Last twelve verses of St. Mark’) but I 
cannot feel sure that this is beyond challenge. If so it is 
another link of B with Alexandrian copies where a saltus was 
made from avtous to avtous. | 
Be" vid cum Cyr et Sodiam Or & (habet 
dis Cyr°™). See under “ Latin and Coptic.” 
+7 (ante arGea) BW Paris* soli cum sah boh (syr). See 
under “‘ Coptic.” 
BDNW soli vid et W-H [DW non in 
ver 11 ut B] 
BAN soli vid et W-H [non DW, non 
Clem | 
BAN(marnp dsxatar) soli vid et W-H 
[non DW, non Clem] 
NBL* soli vid et W-H [non Wrell] (Cf. 
xvill. 23 et alzbt) 


Inaovs (—0) 


. See under “‘ Order.’’. 
. —e€x Sec. 


B 314 et [W-H] See under “ Coptic.” —ex tar 
N&* etc. 


+ This is a codex at St. Petersburg. The other Sinai, Jerusalem, and Athos codices 
sympathetic to B elsewhere do not elide these articles in St. John if they have been 
properly coated for Soden. 

+ Cf. BN at iv. 46 ev kava. 


xe, 
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XVlll. 5. >eyw etpu tnoovs Ba. See under ‘ Order.” 
+ 15. >yvaoros nv BW 4 Paris” Sod'* W-H marg (with a 
cf qr aur gat syr boh) See under “ Order.” 
31. medatos (—0) BC* Sod? soli et W-H 


Since I have noted in this Gospel where B omits the article 
(alone or in a small minority group) before Incous, I note this 
also. It may be a concurrent version influence (which is the 
more probable and an error oculi) or carelessness, or a prefer- 
ence. The reader is capable of judging. But while at xix. 5 
B omits o before Inaovs and 6 before avOpwos in the same 
verse, in both of these particular cases absolutely alone, Hort 
places [0] before Incovs in square brackets but leaves 6 
before avOpwros. What kind of editing is this ? 

36. —av B*' cum 3" Sod*" (as the versions; and ¢f. a b e aur 

vg") 

There is a treble variety of order here : 
ot UTNpeTat av ot ewor nywvitovro AD*"? N and most Gr. with 

q 8 Orig 1/4 Hier? us 
ot uTNpETaL or Eemor av nywvigovto cf ffgrvg"* aeth Aug, and 
ol UTNpeTat or E“or NywvigovTao av NUXB™™= WW 1-299 [non 
209] fam 13 33 91 213 249 Paris® Sod'20fam KCN Gym 
Orig 3/4 Chr Cyr et W-H Sod txt, 
the latter order probably being of an ‘‘ improving” tendency. 
It is the order followed by Hort, who neglects the omission 
of av by B. 

39. —ev (antetw tacya) B*' cum Sod** et [W-H] (Cf. aeth*". 
Cf. syr. Cf. q “per pascha.” Of. a om. ev tw Tacyxa. 
Rell omn et sah boh + ev plane) 

(40. —mavres NBULXW [non 28 male Scho Tisch| 71 213 249 348 
435 1" al. minn Sod 1246 1443 fam KCN Oyig ?, but absolutely 
no versions except pers, which Tisch and Horner neglect to 
mention, but which probably represents syr sin here. That 
document is wanting from xviii. 31—xix. 40. I merely record 
this matter here as W-H of course omit, and Soden omits. 
The omission of zavtes has no other version support, and I do 
not think we can neglect all the Coptic and Latin codices 
in such a place. No reader of Hort’s or Souter’s edition of 
f.V. text would ever suspect that mavres occurred in any 
document! Probably the omission of zavtes took place from 
misunderstanding a mark of deletion set against the word 
Tad next to it, which word is omitted by GKUI many Jat, 


+ I enter such a thing here, as hitherto B has been recorded alone for it. The entry 
will serve to call attention to the additional support, and its possible source. 
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sah boh aeth arm syr pers arab. This is why the versions 
have mavres and not madw, and I think are most likely right 
against NBLXW which dropped the wrong word. In order 
to show that NBLXW form but one recension here, consult 
xix. 3 only three verses further on, and observe the form used 
of edidocav by these mss and Cyril followed by W-H and 
Soden against the rest for edsdovv. The family appears to be 
complete, Soden quoting Kz as a whole for his five Mss with 
Cyril’s commentary (p. 249, vol. i.) besides C** (our 138).) A 
somewhat similar matter as to madw and mavtes occurs at 
Mark vii. 14 to which Burgon calls attention in his ‘‘ Causes 
of Corruption.” 

I do not think I am forcing an argument here by suggesting that a 
mark set between madw and mavtes may have been mistaken for in- 
structions to delete mavtes instead of madw. There are many clear 
illustrations of such practice, and many other places where we can infer 
such a state of things. For instance, given the well-known and wonderful 
sympathy existing between N* and e'“f, it is interesting to observe that 
where e alone with A‘ Sod (= X° Munich 208) syr sin pers (aeth) omits 
mpwtos in John xx.4 WN alone is found to place it after evs To wynmetov 
instead of before it. This change of order in 8 doubtless grew out of 
the addition from the margin of & and e’s common (Graeco-Latin ?) 
archetype of the missing word. 

(See under “Order” at iv. 9, vii. 12 33, xviii. 2, 5, as to similar 
matters concerning B, and previously under this head of ‘ Solecisms ”” 
at x. 32.) 


John 


xix. 5. Incous (—0) B*! vid et | W-H] 
ibid. avOpwros (— 0) B™ vid [non W-H | 
12. av (pro eav) B*! vid [non W-H} 
28. Inoous (—0) B Sod" [non W-H tat] 
30. Incous (—«) BW et [W-H] 


38. Incov (—Tov pr. loco) Bet[W-H] Cf. xii. 3. 
xx. 13. +x«ae (ante Neyer avtos) B aeth arab soli vid [non W-H] (q 
quae dixit, Hus » de emev. georg Tune dicit. Rell omn 
eye avTots) 
Cf. B and aeth above at xvi. 18 and xviii. 39. 
(15. Incous(~0) NBLW min"® W-H; xx. 16 Incovs (—0) BDLO 
Sod” W-H; xx. 17 Inoouvs (—6) BDLM*¥ W-H; xx. 
24 Incovs (—0) NBD W-H against Cyr; xxi. 13 14 
Incous (—0) BC?D W-H against Cyr) 
17. > avtouv pou (pro pn pou amtov) B Tert verss alig W-H™ 
(see under ‘‘ Order.’’) 


t+ Compare shortly afterwards at John xx. 12 N e alone together omit dvo. 


XX. 


lil. 


vil. 


36. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


. +xat (ante tas yeipas) BA only and W-H (See under 


“‘ Improvement.’’) 


3. twos bis (pro twov) B et W-H™ See under “ Latin,” 


“‘ Syriac,” and “‘ Change of Number.” 


. Inoous (—0) B et [W-H] 
. Inaous (—0) BC et W-H 
. Inaovs (—0) B et [W-H| 
2. Inaovs (—0) B et [W-H] 
. Ta wpoBatia BC 19 22 Sod'** Theophan b et W-H txt; 


xxl. 17 ta tpoBatia ABC Ambr et W-H tzt) 


. —avto tert. BY 249 ff Sod® Wiketas omn?) [non W-H !] 
. Kat addos Gwoet ce B" vid (cf. ord verss) 
. 0 Kat paptupwv (pro o paptupov) BW et Cyr (soli vid) et 


“Oo” teste Soden (Cf. gat foss vg® vg aeth +ille) 

The additional testimony of W here is completely neutralised 
by a consideration of the few late Latin witnesses which 
simply add zJle for emphasis, as do BW Cyr when they add «az. 
The silence of the rest speaks for itself and we close as we 
began with the perfect assurance that B is to blame for an 
infinite variety of small as well as large mistakes made in an 
effort to improve the record. Hort places this last variation 
in his margin. 


Latin Sympathy. 


ovk owetat Swonv (—tnv) NABCDT” W Paris” al. (non 
videbit vitam’”’ latt) W-H et Sod txt contra tnv Swnv rell et 
Ign Const Bas*“"* Chr Cyr That et copt. 


. dedmxev (pro edoxevy) NBULNT et W1 33 157 al. pauc. 892 


{non Paris*’] Ath Cyr latt W-H Sod. 


. €l¢ TAOLOV (—TO) NBLA [non D nec W] 83 113 181 213 


239 254 604 892 Paris*? Sod**" 18 soli with Cyr W-H Sod tat 
against all others and against both coptics. 


. See under ‘‘ Order.”’ 
. auto (pro autos) BDW d. Tisch and Soden quote sah 


boh for this reading, but it is doubtful if one can read this into 
them. The Syriac is also doubtful. The ‘ neutral” reading 
(b e dim (r) aeth? and (boh)) appears to omit both avrov and 
avto. |H* 253 read avrov, but the readings to choose from 
are clearly avtos, or avto, or plain omission, and autos is 
undoubtedly right.] Hort consigns avto to his margin quite 
correctly, and Souter’s R.V. edition follows suit. avto appears 
to be an “improvement.” 


. Tapertw (pro eativ in sec. loco) B*' and a few vulgates. 


See under “‘ Improvement.” 


John 7 
vil. 22. 
44, 


vii. 55. 


x 14. 


Ne 
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caBBatw (—ev) Bbersolt 
eBadev (pro emeBarev) BLT [non minn] W-H [non Sod] Cf. 
misit 72?! vg. 
omotos vv revotns (pro omolos vwwv Wevaotns) BADW fam 
1 52 188 (= Sod®*4) 157 254 2°¢ et latt: similis vobis mendax. 
The dative is as legitimate as the genitive in Greek, but there 
must be some reason for the preference of the small group 
here. It is opposed by N and the rest including V 892 and 
Paris” and Tert. See note under “‘ Change of Case.” Soden 
does not follow BADW. 
nv oe caBBatov ev n nmepa (pro nv oe caBB. ore) NBLXW 
33 213 (—npepa) W-H™* Sod™ and c ff in qua die, a b r qua 
die, and e (inquo = 213"), syr hier and Cyr, while vg® conflates 
with im alo die quando. This is opposed by D and the rest 
and 892 Paris®’ and none of the other cursives know anything 
about it. 

Observe here that the coptics and other versions are also all 
against it,f and that the vulgate knows nothing of this matter 
of NB. Therefore the codex similar in other respects to NB 
(see Wordsworth and White’s Preface) did not have this 
reading, which proves that 892 and Paris®’ here provide us 
probably with the real underlying text of NB, rather than NB 
themselves. Isita Johannine improvement of NB? See John: 

9. nv de caBBatov ev exervn TH NMEpa. 


xix. 31. nv yap peyadn n nwepa exer (velexetvov) Tov caBBatov 


ix. 19. 


35. 


40, 


>Prere apte (pro aptt Brerer) NBDLUW._ 383 892 [non 
Paris” | W-H Sod tat bcd ffl syr sin hier pers [non syr pesh] 
Cyr Chr 1/2 (Brera vuv Chr 1/2) against the rest and against 
sah boh and the other versions. 

eitev (—avtw) N*BDW de boh™’ W-H™ Sod™, against all 

the rest and sy7 sin and all the versions. 

>ol meT avTov ovtes (pro ot ovtes pet avtov) NBDLUXWY 
fam 1 33 157 213 248 2”° 892 Paris®’ Sod! e¢ Sod’ o™ (Sod 
tat et W-H) Cyr only of Greeks, but with all Jatt. The other 
versions vary. 


x. 12 mt. o picPwros (—copula) BGLW 1 [non fam] a aur vgg™ 


16, 


boh™* Lucif, against o pod. de by most and Hus Chr copt and 
versions, and o de puc0. NDXA Sod" Const Cyr. 

> der we (pro pe dee) NBDULWATIA 1 [non fam] fam 13 33 
348 wit Sod?8? 1048 1268 1279 [non Paris” nec al. vid] tt vg syr (sah) 


{+ Syr sin however has: ‘‘ And that same day was the Sabbath,” cancelling the 
whole of the rest of the verse. While the Georgian version alone reverses the order of 
verses 13 and 14, placing verse 14 first. 
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Orig™ W-H Sod, but against all the rest of the Greeks and Hus 
Bas Chr Cyr and That. 

x. 17. >we o natnp ayara (proo matnp me ayaa) NBDLXYV [non W | 
33 213 248 249 Paris” Sod *'s* 7¢ vg Chr Cyr against the 
rest (M ye 0 watnp we ayara; Chr aur pe ayarra o marnp; gat 
dim. cf. boh) and syr diligit me pater. Me diligit pater meus 
Auct de prom. 


18. npev (pro aupec) NB only and W-H. Not one single 
minuscule. See under “ Change of Tense.” Cf. gat tullit. 
29. 6 (pro os) NBLWY Evst 15 it vg boh [non 


sah| Tert (sed variant codd) Hil W-H et Sod txt. Contra 
rell et Cyr. 

32 fin. >eue ALOakeTe NBLY Sod® 33 157 Paris®* Sod 
1110 1279 6¢ tet it?! vg Ath against Ww. we of DW most and ¢ f 
dl 6 goth boh sah syr Epiph Thdt Hil. (Tisch omits to 
chronicle sah boh here against NBL). 

40. eyever (pro eperver) B 21 soli, etabce f l[nondfrs 
vgg Aug (hiat q)] (emew W, rell ewervev) Om. kar eperver exer 
syr sin, or perhaps om. euevev and use Kau exer (as does pers) 
to begin the next verse. 

xill. 2, wa trapad. avtov lovdas Xipevos Ioxap. NBLMXX"(=Sod44) W 
LauraA!! (Sod teste) b ff g l gat vg arm Orig?™*s W-H Sod txt, 
against Iovda Xepwvos Ioxap. wa avtov mapaéd. D rell omn, rell 
latt syr aeth and Origen many times. 

10. >ov« exer ypecav NABCWWae q Orig™* Tert dug W-H 
Sod txt against ov xperav ever of D and all the rest Chr Cyr 
but only d latin. The other Latins express non indiget (r is 
not available), while coptic is NePoopra AN. 

19. See under ‘‘ Order.” 

36. >axorovOnoes Se (wor) vatepov NBC*LX 1 Sod’ [non fam] 
33 138 (Sod°*4) 213 Paris*’ Sod’ Orig Cyr and Latin order 
W-H Sod txt, against DW the rest of the Greeks (and only 
d of the Latins) syr boh sah etc. This place deserves 


some consideration. The alignment of authorities is 
peculiar. 
xiv. 31. evtoAnv edwxev wor (pro eveteiNato por) BL 
and * dedwxer por ( ,, . » ) & 88 | [att praeter dd] 
and . pot Oedwxev Cyr et be q gat. 


and edwxev or evtornv 2” (negl. Tisch) 19”® (edwxe por o Tatnp 
evtoany 1 [non fam)). 

This is an interesting place, where all the Latins, except d 6, favour 

BLX 33, while 8 and all other Greeks with D have everevsato and d 8 

only of Latins mandavit, against mandatum dedit or praeceptum dedit of 

the rest (Wordsw neglects to mention 6 definitely here). All the versions 

(including copt syr) are with the body of Greeks for everexAato. Only 
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aeth favours BLX and the Latin. Add 2138 (Sod’**) Sod’? and compare 
his note. He avoids the reading in his text. 

It is rather a crucial passage in connection with the ‘version 
tradition’ which here narrows down to the Latin. As in verses 26/27 
(see under ‘“‘ Svriac ’’) we have just had another apparent version influence 
it will not do to put aside too contemptuously my views on this subject. 
Souter (J.T.5., Oct. 1911, p. 120) says of me: ‘‘ The general theory which 
underlies his views is that a trilingual or quadrilingual copy of the 
Gospels existed in early times, the four languages represented being 
Greek, Latin, Syriac, and Coptic. He finds that this hypothesis, com- 
plicated as it is, explains certain individual readings in some Greek mss. 
He rejects without reason, as far as I can find, the simpler hypothesis 
that Greek copies behind the Latin, Syriac and Coptic versions were 
different to some extent from all surviving Greek copies.”’ 

Now my dear Dr. Souter, if my theory be complicated (and it is far 
less complicated than some others) it covers admirably cases like the 
present, where it is not a question of ‘‘Greek copies behind the Latin, 
Syriac or Coptic versions being different to some extent from all 
surviving Greek copies,’ t for here we have three Greek uncials BLX 
and two cursives (33 2°°, of very critical repute [opposed here by Paris” 
and the other thousand] plus 1 and 19 marg) which give the reading of the 
Latins, WHICH THE REVISED VERSION DISAPPROVES, condemning it as a 
version tradition, and condemning Hort for adopting it, BECAUSE THAT 
TEXT GOES BACK TO everetAato. No doubt the latter is right. No doubt 
& and the mass of Greeks with D (and d 6 plus the versions) are right. 
Don’t condemn me in this cavalier fashion then, if you please, but look into 
these matters a little more carefully. There is no note in your edition on 
this reversal of Hort in the Greek Testament, published in 1910. 

Whenever Hort’s decisions are reversed in such a publication a note 
is absolutely due and called for, in order that students may see what is 
the present eminent opinion on textual matters to date. 

The evidence is withheld in several such passages, which is not a 
_ proper method, and I am surprised that the Delegates of the Oxford 
Press consented to issue the work without an apparatus covering the 
evidence in all the places where Hort’s judgment and his readings are 
tacitly condemned, and where simultaneously B is condemned for 
falsifying the record. 

Bear with me a moment longer. Look forward only two verses 
beyond. At: 


+ Different is the situation at xv. 21 where instead of viv or vyuas BD*LN? 1 33 
Paris” LauraA 104 (teste Sod) W-H and Sod txt with Petr®* write es upas, while b ¢ ff 1 
write circa vos showing no Latin reaction on Greek from circa. However d has in 
vos as syr, and one boh Ms EPWW'TEN, instead of MUU'TEN, for the plurality of boh 
and all sah with the other Latins are opposed to any preposition. 
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xv. 2 fin. Hort reads wa >xaptov mreova < depn with BLMXWV 33 
157 213 397 Sod!N*! Paris” and W-H Sod tat Hus Cyr Novat 
Hil Orig syr pesh and ALL THE LATINS in this order (NS and 
Clem kaprov TAew ; fructum multum e, fructum plus vgg and 
g aur gat; fructum majorem q, fructum ampliorem a d 7, 
fructum plurimum 0.c¢ f ff l foss) but not td 6, for d reads: 
ampliorem frum and 6 plus fructwm in the usual Greek order. 
The Revision admits that Hort again followed the same version 
influence here, for the correct reading is adjudged to NDA the Greek 
mass and d 6, against BLMXW 383 157 Paris*’ and the Fathers, for in the 
Testament of 1910 wa mXerova kaptov depy is printed, but there is no 
note on it, although you pause to tell us that earlier in the verse D Cyr 
(and Clem) read kaprodopov for caprov depov. [Since this was written it 
has become clear that Soden has no real critical principles either. His 
text is a curious exhibition of eclecticism (see below at x. 28, xii. 26). 
Here he follows Hort. | 
Oblige me once more by considering your theories—‘‘ on the founda- 
tion (which) they have laid the future will do well to build” (‘Text and 
Canon,’ p. 103)—in connection with this Oxford text. It reverses (with 
perfect correctness) the decision of BLMXW 33 157 Paris’ Hus Cyr 
Novat Hil Orig* and Westcott and Hort, although you still pretend 
that their foundations are secure. But if wrong at xiv. 31 and at xv. 2, 
twice within three verses, may I ask why we should follow B and Hort 
in countless other places where they have far less support than here ? 
We have simply come back to individual preferences. We are still 
floundering. We have no fixed principles of criticism. All the nonsense 
about ‘ neutral’’ ‘ pre-syrian”’ ‘‘ Antiochian” fades away, and we must 
begin all over again. We need critical principles, and I claim to have 
established that we have none. 
John % 
xv. 9. > upas nyarnoa  BDLY 1 [non fam] 383 ? 213 Sod [non 
Paris” nonal. gr| ab de ff q [non syr copt| W-H Sod tat. 
Again abandoned by R.V. 
10. tov matpos (—pov) B cum abe fq aur W-H Sod tat. 
Abandoned by R.V. Sod adduces no new witness. 
[In all these places W is wanting. The ms lacks xiv. 25- 
» es REY | 
11. We must now add to this imposing list of Latin influence on 
B the present place where 7 is substituted for welvy by BADY 
only of Greek uncials and by a few cursives. All the Latins 
(except f) have sit. Against them are N and the rest and 


+ Tischendorf obscures the situation by not specifically mentioning d 8 as accom- 
panying the mass of Greeks. He simply says it vg as a whole to accompany BLMX. 


John 


xvi, 


xiv 2. 


XVil. 


XVIil. 


18. 


1. 


11. 


6. 


10. 
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ce ’ 


Chr Cyr. The versions may be “anceps”’ as Tvsch. remarks 
as to Coptic, and evn may have come back from the repeated 
forms of »evw in the previous seven verses. We need not 
quarrel about it, but the place should be viewed in connection 
with the Latin influence at xiv. 31, xv. 2, xv. 9, xv. 10 just 
discussed, before we accept Hort Soden and R.V. here. (Om. 
157.) Besides, consider the next place involved : 

€av Tomte 0 eyw evTeddouar vay B and Paris” alone of 
Greeks (against a and ooa of the rest and Cyr) with ae q syr 
sin goth (Cypr) Lucif 2/3. Some, as Thdt and syr pesh aeth, 
emphasise ‘‘all which.” If B be correct all the rest have 


edited here, which is quite possible. Hort says they have, 


for his text has 0 following B*’, but the Oxford text of 1910 
denies it, returning to @ as does Soden. Tales duces caect. 
Sexo vu rAeyev NBLYY 33 118-209 [non 1] 213 Sod® b 
c(e) f ff gimaqr gat vg Theogn Ath W-H Sod tat (Lert Cyr 
Hil Orig'™ are on both sides), but all the rest oppose with 
DA ad 6 and coptic etc. for eym Aeyerv vay with Hus Did 
Orig Chr Thdt, and Paris® specifically with Neyer exo vu. 
puxpov (—70) BULYYN® 121 124 [non fam] 213 3897 Sod’? 
ot tam es Hust 60 Orig W-H (lat: pusillum vel modicum) but 
as pxpov is employed by all Greeks in verse 19 without To, it 
is probable that Orig and BLYW are merely harmonising 
and improving here. Soden does not follow them here, 
although adding new witnesses, among them D which is — 
wrong. 

—acov sec. That is to say: wa o vios dofacn ce (instead of wa 
0 ulos cou dofacn ce) NBCW 47 64 Sod? * [non VY non 
Paris’ non min al. vid] Orig1/2 Victorin Hil1/2. Ido not 
know whether I should place this here or not. Perhaps it is a 
doctrinal alteration, but the only support among the versions 
is from a small Latin band, viz. d (against D®) e and ff, The 
other Latins and all the Versions with D and the rest of the 
Greeks supply cov, while Origen is divided and Orig’ witnesses 
twice against the omission. Soden’s text places cov in square 
brackets. 

avrot (pro-ovro) NB 229** 254 Soi 1222 1888 8 87 469. soy 
vid cum d f W-H™* non Sod (om. vg"). Cyril reads otros 
with the mass. 

—oTL NABDLNXII et WY fam 1 22 33 42 106 
127 188 157 265 Laura Sod!" QP¢ ws" [non Paris] and 
it vg W-H Sod, but against the rest of Greeks, the other 
versions, including the friendly syr and copt and against 
Orig and Cyr. 

WT apLov NBC*LXW (pro wriov) Soden only adds 
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xvi: 1d. 
Li 
22 
29. 


36. 


ab ey 


28. 


38. 


41. 


pee, be) 
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one cursive Sod!°*** (a Ms at Sinat) but follows in his text. 
Cf. it vg: auriculam. [Non rell gr nec V Paris*’. | 

See under ‘‘ Order.” 

TWa KaTnyopiay pepetre (—KaTa) Tov avOpwrov Tovrov N*B 
Paris” ¢ et ac q (Cf. aeth georg). This is against all others 
and Chr Cyr and b f ff g gat vg (adversus) and copt syr. 

The common base breaks down here, for CL:X so friendly a 
few verses before, and even WY with now in this verse, 
abandon NB to their fate. Only Paris” stands by them and 
W-H without a word in their margin. Soden abandons them 
and has no new witness for omission, but he forgets to 
note a c. 

— ap B*5 Sod*! See under ‘“ Solecisms of B.” Cf. abe 
aur vgg 1/2. This is quickly followed (against &) by a real 
Latin order : 


. ovdEemlay evpliakw ev avTw aitiavy = BULX 213 249 Paris®’ Sod'” 


1454 KCN (a) bce ff g vg Cyr W-H Sod tat. 
Cyr vouches for it as the continuation of an Alexandrian 
order. It opposes: 
ovdemiay attiav evpioxw ev auto of NNWYW al. plur q goth (sah 
boh) syr arm Chr. 
KATA TOV vomov (—nuwr) NBD’LNA et WY Paris” 
it [omn praeter q| vgg Orig et Orig Hil Aug Quaest, but 
against all the rest, all the minuscules, Cyr, and all the other 
versions. Soden places it in square brackets without adducing 
any new witnesses. 
> Inaovus evdas BM* Sod *° & W-H™ be fifnr aur Hu 
(against evdws o Inoovs N® and many W-H™“* Sod“, and 


against Iéwv o Incovs E and a good many, and against the 
order of sy copt etc.) 


. oxevos sine copula BALXWW 61* Paris” a b e r foss 


W-H | Sod]. 
lwonp 6 aro Apywabaras most and W, but: Iwond amo (—6) 
Apis. BAD™*(L)X?V 90 Paris® Sod'*** and latin, against 
both coptics diserte. W-H elide 6, Soden places it in square 
brackets. 
nv TeOetpevos (pro eteOn) NBW Paris” Cyr Sod??? ¥ 
W-H et Sod txt. (Sod”” is Laura4! which Lake did not 
collate hereabouts). Cf. lat positus erat. Cf. Lue xxiii. 53. 
See under ‘“‘ Harmonistic.” 

— tov (ante caBBatowv) NBAIL 383 Sod!" W-H Sod 


txt. (mas caBBatwy W) ‘The rest and Cyril‘ have the 
article. 


23. 


24. 


i. 14, 


18. 
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. twos bis (pro twwv bis) BY ae f syr Cypr Orig™. Hus Aug 


Pacian Auct?™™ W-H™§ [non Sod], but against all else. 


. taxvov (pro wyxvoav) See under “ Change of Tense.” 
. >ov por axorovbee NABC*DW 1 [non 209] 33 [non minn Ser. 


Matthaei Soden. The latter adds Sod® (= Cyr)] latt Orig 
Cyr. (Om. 235 Chr). 

>ovTos o Noxos NBCDW 1 383 2° et (sy7 copt) W-H Sod 
txt. The rest oppose with Chr 1/2 Cyr 1/2; anda few cursives 
with Chr 1/2 Cyr 1/2 and Origen omit ovtos. 

+6 (ante ypawas) = kat 0 ypayas BD (Sod° a Kae yp.) 
33 2 bd qr vg® (a) (e) (ff) W-H tat. (8 writes o kat ypayvas 
with 265 348 Sod® Sod tat Cyr and c). 


Coptic Sympathy or Influence. 


15. See under ‘‘ Solecisms.”’ 

peovoryevns Oeos NBCL 383 boh [sah ita: ‘God did not 
any see ever; God the only son’’| syr pesh aeth etc. [non 
Sod txt]. 


43 init (Steph Tisch, ver 42 W-H Sod). nyayev sine copula 


16. 
1. 23. 


v.42: 


NBL 314 sah W-H Sod txt [contra rell et syr lat]. Boh 

with G fam 1 arm Epiph have ovtos ny. (v7. ovv Est 15 b, 

nyayev de Paris®’) 

init. Absque copula NBULTX sah boh (more copt) Hus Cyr 
1/2 against all the rest and Hpiph Nonn Orig. 


. addrga over =B™ (pro add ove) [non W-H] Cf. sah boh, 


ambo adda 
adda exn BW soli W-H Cf. sah boh 
adnra epyetat NBADW sah boh W-H [contra adn epy. rell 
omn | 
ara eyvoxa BDUW [non 28 male Sod] 33185 Sod" W-H 
= sah boh 


iii. 13 fin. -—0 wvev To ovpavw NBUT"T' et W 33 Sod’ [non 892 non 


iv. 16. 


Paris®*’] sah, boh 1/2, basm (frag Crum-Ken gr et copt) Cyr 1/2 

(Orig 1/3) W-H Sod tat, but against all others and tt vg syrr 

(all except one codex of pesh) arm Hipp Diont Eustath t 

Amphil Did Epiph Chr Thdt Cyr 1/2 Orig'™ 8s “sete Novat Hil 

Lucif Jac™. 

gov Tov avopa B 69 [non fam] 71 74 248 254 430 
(Sod%") Sod” Hvst 32 60 sah boh Orig 3/6 W-H tat 
without marginal remark. (cov tov avédpa cov 6°) 


+ Tisch and Horner omit these witnesses. 
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44 

vi. 10. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


against tov avédpa cov of NS and all else including WD 

892 Paris*’ Orig 3/6 and Cyr. 
—Kai nyyetXav = BLN 185 213 Sod) 5 4 fam C bof aeth W-H 
and Sod txt. That is to say: Xeyovtes pro Kat nyyetdav, OF 
pro Kat nyyetNav revyovtes which latter the sah Mss have in full. 
Now how about boh being so youthful, if BL be basic here 
as Hort indicates in his text without marginal alternative, 
followed by Soden? In Dr. Souter’s latest. book (‘ Text 
and Canon’ p. 66) he does me the honour to keep silence 
completely (is this fair criticism?) as to my recent volume on 
the date of the Bohairic, while reproducing faithfully Guidi’s 
Burkitt’s and Leipoldt’s obiter dicta. He says: “‘In the 
northern part, where was Alexandria, the necessity did not 
arise till late” [purely gratuitous assumption], “‘ and Guidi, 
followed by Burkitt and Leipoldt, thinks that the Bohairic 
version...was made in the sixth or seventh (or eighth) 
century.” 
TnV wpav exewnv (—Tap avtwv) only B with the boh™ 8, 
another commentary on our remarks as to boh. Sod adds 
Sod for omission of wap avtwv, but this codex apparently 
does not have exewwnv, while Soden quotes his family * (= Cyril’s 
Commentary MSs) for +exewnv with B, while having zap 
avtwv. This triple conjunction of B Sinai and Alexandria is 
instructive. There is a change of order here as to the position 
of wap avtwy which throws a further light upon B’s course. 
+é¢ (post tovro init.) BC*GT™W min aliq boh***™ Orig'* 

| W-H]| sed Sod tat plene. 
(+ Kae init. = vel cat vel de aeth) 

Observe bohairic again, not sahidic, supporting B and Origen, 
with N absent which goes with the great mass without copula, 
(+ovv Paris® e). 

See under “‘ Solecisms.”’ Sah supports B for omission of de. 


. —Oeov (post povov) BW soli inter gr cum a b pm (sol. inter 


latt) et sah et boh |W-H]. Cf. etiam Orig Did Eus. All this 
seems to come from one error in a MS Where MONOYOYOYZHTEITE 
may have misled, rather than that from MONOYOYZHTEITE 
eyY crept in, for all other Versions as well as Greek documents 
have Oeov. (N has mapa tov povoyevous Oeou.) Soden neglects 
to record sah boh for omission. 

evtrev sine copula NBL 397 a foss = sah et syr cu pesh 
arm Orig W-H |non Sod], against all the rest which add ée, 
Kat, or ovy, including the sympathetic minuscules. It is not a 
question of the ‘‘ shorter” text which need occupy us here, 
because in the same verse it is NBD etc. which add ovv after 
averecov, While it is EFGHMSVIA which omit. 
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vil. 
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42. 


10. 
49, 
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@ eTOLnoeV onuera (pro o em.onueov) BOf&X (= Sods*) a arm 


~syr Iver and boh, against sah and the rest. Westcott-Hort 


adopt in their text this very questionable change.t Simply I 

suppose because B had the support of another (Egyptian) 

fragmentary uncial of the sixth century. 

TOS VU BCTW Sod * pow gotht syr hier 
Ath?" W-H Sod. txt, 

KAL TOS syr pesh 

TOS OU ND reli att sah 4/7 Ath Chr Cyr, 

but sah 3/7 syr cw sin and Paris’ v“" a@ e omit vuy or ovv 

while aeth doubles cat mws ovy or Kat Tas ovy vuy (as arm 

b O paces) s 


. —outos sec. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
. atrexplOn (sine ovr) BCKLTIM: min” et Sod™ [sed 


habet ow Paris”™| a e r sah boh syr arm Cyr W-H 
Sod tat. 


. See under ‘‘ Solecisms.” 
. +avrov in connection with capxa BTA 892 Sod™*4 > 49 (Js) 


[but not other cursives] it” vg sah boh aeth and arm syr with 
Chr Amm Orig™ [W-H], but opposed by & and the rest 
including W ff goth Orig and Cyr. 


. Ol TaTEpes (—UpLar) NBCLTW 262 3° BoH Orig W-H 


[Sod] against sah and the rest and all the versions. 


. >oou Ta epya B@ v4 Cf. copt. ‘ [cov] ta epya”’ W-H tat. 
adda ws ev BT et copt (rell omn arn’ ev vel arr as ev) 
adda o oYdos BDLTW 33 892 (Sod teste) et copt W-H 


(rell omn adr o 0x2Xos) 


34 fin. ov duvacbe ehOewv +exee B inter gr-lat syr, but with 


both sah and boh (all codices) which add epog (“to it”). 
This is a very pretty and decisive place, but Tischendorf 
misses it completely. Horner exhibits it. Soden neglects it. 
An addition like this is very deliberate. Hither it is right or 
wrong. Hort condemns it as wrong, for he found no other 
support. I exhibit it as undoubtedly due to coptic influence 
on B, thus for ever destroying B as a reliable ‘neutral’ 
witness elsewhere unless largely supported. 


40. +o7« (ante ovtos) BDX (teste Sod’? contra Tisch") d only 


and sah boh syr cu (sin). 


vili. 14. See under ‘“‘ Order.”’ 


+ Process reversed by the Oxford edition of 1910, to its credit. The plural is 
relegated to the margin. 

+ Goth = nu, which then as now in the languages originating from it does not 
strictly mean now, but embraces the meanings of both ovy and yu». 
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in 
vill. 28. +ote (ante orav) B*' et sah xe 2OoTAan, boh xe EcyUuTT. 


Tischendorf fails to add coptic here, I suppose because it is 
the coptic manner (although he sometimes calls attention to 
this elsewhere) but he thus misses the further link between 
B and coptic. Horner, copying from Tischendorf’s apparatus, 
refuses here to mention the +o7z of B, doubtless for the same 
reason, but I can consider it no accident nor any coincidence, 
but absolutely deliberate from a bilingual graeco-copt under 
the hand of B’s ancestor. Cf. not only vii. 40 above, but 
vil. 84 +exee. It has no connection with syr here, nor with 
Latin, nor does it appear in any other Greek (see below again 
at ix. 11) to date, including WY 892 Paris” and Laura4™, 
Soden mentions it without other Greek support. W-H tat 
refuses the addition. 


. Tov e“ov Noyo, NBCD*LT'XWY 33 213 258 Paris*’ Sod’ 


(euov Noyov 892) Orig (Cyr) (Chr) sah boh, against the rest, and 
the Latins (including d) and syr. 


. adra o16a) ~=60 BD N(contra morem) XW W-H tat (Rell add oda). 
. tore (ante vraye) NBLT' Laura4!* sah boh W-H [Sod 


txt]. Here Horner again fails to introduce this matter into 
his notes, although Tischendorf has observed it, for it rings 
peculiar in the Greek. W eschews it. It does not appear 
in D. There is no trace in Latin. The minuscules do not 
have it, nor V nor 892 Paris*’. What is it but a reflection of 
xe RwKk sah and XE se.Awe boh? Soden on the strength of 
the additional T' (but this fragment is purely Egyptian) and 
Laura“! introduces ot into his text in square brackets. But 
this place is on all fours with vii. 28 above. If B was wrong 
there, he is not right here simply because NLT" support. 


17, 18. See under ‘‘ Order.”’ 


27. 


B adds ovy after 7c alone of Greeks and Latins in the phrase 
TL ovv Twadw Oeretre axoverv. Most sah and boh have ow on 
=. madw, but B could easily misread ow Own = Te ovv 
which one boh Ms actually has. Aeth and georg are the only 
other authorities to go with B. (W-H'™ have it.) 


28 init. eat eXotdopnoav = N*BT'W sah" aeth syr hier Cyr, but ot 


de edovd. DLN°'Y Paris’, edod. ovyv a few, and the mass 
and 892 eXodopnoav without copula. 


30. See under “‘ Improvement.” 
+31. Once more adda eav (pro adr eav) BT'W more copt [not D 


here] refused by W-H who followed B* at iii. 16. 


t+ Observe Origen alone at x. 18 ad\a eyo (AAAA ANOK sah boh). ~ 
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epn (pro atrexpiOn exewvos Kat EvTreV) BI'W Cf. sah init. 
TIEXAC] tantum, and see under “‘ Solecisms of B.”’ 


40 init. neovoav (sine copula) NBUXX?W Sod 33 157 213 


pare 4, 


249 Paris® sah boh arm Cyr Sod**) 41° KCN e¢ tet (ae neovov 
892 f cat neovaoav plur, nx. de D d ff, ne. ovy 1 2° a). 

orav (sine copula) NBLII?W Sod I[non fam] 33 157 2° 
Sod** KN sah boh™ W-H Sod txt against the rest and the 
other versions and Jatt and doh” and sah"™™. 


13 init. —o de prcOwtos devye NBDL 1 22* 33 397 Sod¥N*1 


bo 
bo 


ibid. 


26. 


28. 


m1 2. 


de syr hier sin arm et sah boh aeth Lucif Orient Symm W-H 
Sod txt. There is some difficulty here as to the construction 
without this clause unless we treat the end of verse 12 after 
gevyer as bracketed. Indeed W goes further and (138) elides 
o 6€ yucOwros gevyee and the following words ote pucOwtos 
eotw, While fossat writes ‘“‘mercennarius autem e¢ fugit quia 
mercennarius est,” omitting the rest et non pertinet ad eum 
de ovibus. Paris®’ begins o de pucwros, but, eliding devyes 
ott jucOwtos, continues with eo7w. Perhaps NBDL are 
right. 


2. eyeveto tote (pro eyevero 5e€-) BUWY 33 Paris®*’ LauraA 1% 


sah boh” arm (slav sax goth) W-H Sod against all the rest 
(gat aeth and some boh conflate with Sod"), and some cursives 
with a b omit any copula. If we analyse this situation we 
see in the addition in slav and sax (goth is than which may be 
de) the reason why BLWY added.t 

xeyuov (sine copula) NBDGLXITW 1 [non fam] 33 42 
138 213 2” Paris” Sod” ff only and sah boh aeth against 
ail the rest, and against the other versions (b omits the clause). 
arrXra vues (pro adr vets) NABLWA 157 ct QPe Sodauinave 

(sah boh) W-H. 
(Cf. Orig x. 18 adda eyo) 

> Kayo oda avtos Conv aiwviov (pro Kayw Swnv arwmvior 616. 
avtos) NBULUMXW 383 157 249 397 [non Paris®’] Sod! 41 Kun 
(sah boh) syr arm aeth Cyr W-H, but against all the rest 
and D and latt and Orig Eus Bas Chr Thdt. For some 
extraordinary reason Soden (so eclectic is his text) opposes 
NBLMXW etc. here. 

Out of six varying methods, viz., avtw ot wabntar, avtw ot 
padnrar avrov, avtw tantum, oc pwabytar tantum, ov waOnrar 


+ Again the historic imperfect, this time by 892 alone, but all yerpetuating the 
Egyptian preference. See under Matt., Mark and Luke, ‘“ Historic present.” 

${ But see Dr. Serivener’s Plain Introduction, 3rd edition, p. 548, where he 
condemns rore for three reasons without reserve. Tischendorf avoids it. 
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44. 
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34 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


avtov of most and textus receptus, BC*X W-H Sod tat choose 
the sixth expression : 

ot paOnrat avtw with boh, against sah and NDKWII 0. 
Tiotevw (pro memictevxa) B* * with cX t sah and boh 
(syr aeth and pers). Tisch omits to chronicle any versions. 
Our own A.V. of 1611 (as sax) actually uses the present 
tense, but Hort refuses to chronicle B even in his margin! 
[It is not certain that B* corrected the reading himself. | 
See the other example of this at x. 25 under “ Change of 
Tense.” 
Following this promptly we find tovro (for tavta) by 
NBCLWX 59 ? 213 397 Sod et txt., aeth boh”' (against sah). 
>Neyet enoous avtots _—-B (sol inter gr) cum sah boh Orig 1/2, 

et LW Orig 1/2 (Neyer 0 uno. avtows) W-H. 

I call attention to this here, because it is absolutely the 
coptic method, not only here where BLW join Origen to 
perpetuate it (alone of Greeks) mexe tc nNA‘e, but at xi. 40 
just above MExe IC NAC Aeyer enoovs avtn where they do not 
do it. The adhesion of W has no kind of weight to compel us 
to adopt the order, for it is simply an Egyptian habit which 
NLW (all thoroughly Egyptian) suffer from in common with 
Origen. Hort receives it as he receives everything Egyptian, 
while calling it by another name. (Om. avtos 604 a 7 aur 
vg" syr sin.) In this same verse BCL in common with coptic 
does something else which goes to show more than a common _ 
original I think. I refer to the final clause. (See under 
** Improvement.’’) 


. ada wva B*' (pro arr wa) ut copt 
. Neyer Oe (pro Neyer ovvy) NBW Paris’ boh only and [| W-H |. 


Tisch quotes goth, but goth “than” stands for de or ovy, and 
often for ovvy as here where the sense demands a half-way 
house. Goth often shows this and explains—as do other 
versions in other places—why certain mss make changes in 
copulas and otherwise. 

Here Li sah and a few omit the copula; a few Latins have 
cat with syr, but the great majority of authorities ovv. 
+6 (ante oxdos) BL Sod??? 8 1°43 1121 and boh [against 
sah| W-H. I placed this under ‘“ Solecisms’’ first as Tisch 
omits to record the bohairic. Cf. syr sin. 


3. expavyacap B* sah goth. See under ‘‘ Change of 


Tense.” 
See under ‘‘ Improvement.”’ , 
avTou or maOntar NB Sod° Paris® soli et W-H cum copt. 
See remarks under ‘‘ Coptic and Latin ”’ on this. 
+ovv NBLXW mint et 218 Sod 443 N31 ef 


Johu 


obid. 


ni. 1-6. 
26. 


28. 


xiv. 4. 


10. 


it, 


15. 


oY: 


26/27. 


Xvi. 23, 
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txt. We need not emphasise this because only one sahidic Ms 
joins, but (same verse) : 

Nevers ov (pro av reyers) BUXX*MI and W Paris” W-H ¢ 
Sod tat is bohairic order (and syr) against the rest and N ov 
Neyers with the Latins and sah. 

Neyer (sine copula) BDL dl mr sah boh syr hier Orig W-H 
Bato To Wopmiov car dwow avtw BCL) 213 Sod*t 110 837 
boh (sah) arm aeth (Orig) W-H instead of Baas to Weptov 
emiowow of ND plur. (W has decw evBaras to Wopmiov.) 
Again I have to accuse von Soden’s text of conflating and 
inventing Scripture. He has Bayo to popuov car etidwow 
avtw. As far as I can see none of the mss which have Bayo 
(for Baas) have ersdwaow. Yet Soden appropriates Bayo 
but follows it with ev:dwow instead of dwcw. 

TouTo ovder; (sine copula) BWY 157 248 435 Paris” 
Sod*1 18411 soli cum sah? boh"®? pers | W-H | (contra Origen 
et rell omn et 892 vid). 

See under ‘‘ Homoioteleuton,” and note that sah opposes boh 
which concedes the shorter form with NBC*LQXW 33 157 213 
Sod?” 6 371 ar. 

Tiotevoels (pro TloTeveEls) B* alone with boh (all 
codices). See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” Tischendorf quite 
neglected the bohairic support and so does Soden, but Horner 
calls attention to it. This is followed by a sahidic reading 
(and both versions must have been familiar to B). 

dia Ta epya avTou (pro dia Ta epya avta)~ B 229* sah (aeth) 
W-H™ (—avta 24* 157 244 q r syrr arm boh diatess verss 
Tert; tavra Paris*’). 

TNpNTETE BLY|Sod-non Lake| 54 73 Sod? 25 tt 1120 1270 
(= Laura 4) 4° only, with sah boh and arm alone of versions 
and W-H, against tnpyoate of DW and the rest of Greeks 
and versions. See ‘‘ Change of Mood.” 

vets (—Se) NBQWY [Sod non Lake] 346 [non fam] a‘™ 
Paris” Sod a b Lucif Auct*** and sah boh*"4 after the 
Coptic manner, so W-H Sod tat, and against all else and 


” 


versions, the rest of the Latins, and Did Oyr™* and Cyrale, 
23. 


paticoned (pro tomncopev) See under “ improvement,” and 
note the sahidic nas “for us” especially. 

+eyo BL 314 soli et W-H (eyo evrov vuev X 33 127 Sod®) 
either belonging to verse 26 jin or verse 27 mit. See under 
“Syriac,” but possibly attributable to the first word of 
verse 27 in sahidic = +t Kw for adinme. 

> dace: vu ev Tw OVOpaTL Lou (pro Ev TW OVO". fou SwoeL vpLY) 
NBC*LXYA 397 Sod™’ ™ 8 sah [contra boh] Orig”® Cyr 1/2 
W-H Sod tat. Opposed by the mass and by DWY Paris” and 

wo 
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the other versions with all the Latins (except 6 following A®) 
and Syriacs. The sense of the varying order is quite different : 
NB etc. and sah wish to read ‘And whatsoever ye shall ask 
the Father, he will give it to you in my name,’ whereas the 
mass and all the versions (except sah) read: “‘ And whatso-. 
ever ye shall ask the Father in my name, he will give it to 
you.” Of course Hort (followed by the Oxford edition of 1910) 
has no option but to follow NB, supported as they are by 
CLXYA, but is he right and is Soden right? Can we put 
enough confidence in these mss to follow them against all 
the rest and against DW with the syriac and latin hosts am 
combination ? Apply Burkitt’s rule here, then consider all the 
flimsy alterations NB ask us to adopt in St. John, and our 
decision will probably come closer to the truth than that of 
Hort or of the Oxford edition or of Soden. 

+ev (ante mappnova) NBCDW Sod" d and only these Greeks 
against the other fifteen uncials and all minuscules and Cyr 
Chr. 'The only support is from sah, er OeMAppHCIA and 
boh Aes OCMAPPHCIA which Tisch neglects to mention. 
Probably the ev crept in from the NYN preceding and 
influenced the common base of NBCDW. The only alter- 
native is that they got it from the Coptic. All the Latins but 
d are against them with palam for the in palam of d. W-H 
and Sod have ev. 

[ev Tw ovopate cov | © dedwxas pot BC*LNSW 7 83 64 Paris” 
Cyr** cum sah boh arm syr hier W-H [non Sod] (pro ovs 6e8. 
pot DW rell omn it vg syr pesh aeth Orig™). Syr sin and &* 
omit or ous dedwxas jot. 


The idea is to conform to the language of verse 11 where w dedwxas 
wor of the great majority is doubtless right. We get a variation in 
verse 12, but these harmonising critical authorities will have none of it, 
and repeat w. (N writes: ev tw ov. cov >Kat ovs edwxas pot epura€a). 

xvil. 17. See under ‘‘ Coptic and Latin,” and note +7 (ante adja) 


XVlil. 


3. 


BW Paris soli cum sah et boh. Tischendorf omits to add 
coptic for this, chronicling B alone for the addition of the 
article. To B we now add W and Paris”, and the Egyptian 
picture is complete, unless we tabulate the Syriac as emphatic 
and add it to the small list. Soden also neglects sah boh. 
Hort does not follow B here as he did not know of the 
support of copt or of W Paris*’. 

kat Tov pap. (—ex) B' cum 314 [W-H] Cf. sah boh syr 

(not mentioned by Tischendorf). 


34. See under ‘“ Order.”’ 


xx. 16. paBBovver (pro paBBovrrt) BN soli cum sah 


18. See under ‘‘ Change of Number.”’ 
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. adra ws NABC Sod" W-H txt (pro addr ws) [non D hoc 


loco]. Cf. copt. 


. See under ‘“‘ Improvement.” 
. ovders (sine copula) Orci aocn. rau penne Wordsw | 
. See under ‘“ Order.” 


As to the corrector of B. 


As to the corrector of B (B? or B’) observe: 
xl. 15 where B* has Ovyatnp (pro Ovyatep) B°* has inserted 4 = 7 


cede, 


43. 


i. 18. 


Ovyatnp = sah and boh, but no Greeks. Von Soden misses 
this connection with the Coptic, as did Tischendorf before 
him, but Horner has observed it. It should be noted. 


Coptic and Latin sympathy. 


(Steph. Tisch, ver 41 W-H Sod). TpwTov (pro mpwtos) 
BAMT’XX*IT Sod°? min aliq copt latt syr W-H Sod tat. 
[Non rell, non LW, non 33 vid, non 892, non Paris*" | 

(Steph. Tisch, ver 42 W-H Soa). twavvov (pro twva) NB*LW 
33 ab f ff lr vg?*® (johanna vgg'’) sah boh (aeth) Nonn 
Evang Hebr (teste Evan 566 marg) W-H Sod tat, but against 
all else and syrr Hpiph Chr Cyr Serap. (wwavva Sod?) 
(Om dim). 


. TN TPLTN NuEpa (pro TH Hepa TN TpLTN) BU Sod” fam 13 


127 min® Epiph'* W-H™ = beqrand sah, against boh and 
the great mass of Greeks. 
0 pn motevwy sec loco(—de) NBW ff 1 boh™® Clem Orig 


_ Tert Cypr’’ W-H [non Sod] but against the mass. This is 


tv. 50. 


W.0d. 


coptic manner, but most boh and all sah have de. The three 
boh mss involved are FKN. In Tisch’s notes neither boh nor 
Clem appear for the omission nor in von Soden. 

emcatevoev sine copula NBDW [non minn exc. Sod'°>3] 
cdl gat vg sah boh*” Cyr W-H Sod tat (against cae emo. 
the rest and syrr boh”' aeth and Paris”, and emor. de by LT” 
213 314 s** 892). 

npwtncav (sine copula) NBD p*" Sod ade ffl r foss sah 
boh*™ and syr cu arm W-H [Sod]. (Om vers WA b syr sin.) 


j Add this to Tischendorf’s apparatus. It is coptic (and coptic style) against all 
others, but as the others vary among themselves as to what copula to use we need not 
accuse B of dropping anything. 
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v. 29. o ta havra (pro o be Ta favra or Kat ot Ta gavra) by B 

alone of Greeks with sah [negl. Sod] and a e ff Tert Aug 

W-H txt. (See under ‘‘Improvement.”) ‘'T’ extant here and 

otherwise sympathetic has ou de ta gavaa. 

vi. 5. —tov (ante ditummov) NBDNLA 33 892 Paris’ Sod ¥ © 
Evst 60 Cyr W-H Sod txt (contra rell omn et W) = lat copt. 

7. —7 BD bdefflqr aur vg* W-H [non Sod] (cf. copt). 
What necessity was there for a “‘revision”’ to add tz here ? 


See under ‘‘ Change of Number.” 


35. evmev (sine copula) BLTW 113 Paris®” Laura! Sod‘ *? 

aber foss sah boh, arm syr W-H [non Sod]. 

45. mas (sine copula) NBCDLNSTW min perpauc it” vg sah 
boh arm aeth syr sin Orig W-H Sod, against the rest and 
syr cu Cyr. 

vii. 40. See under “‘ Coptic.” 

vili. 14. > paptupia pov adnOns eotw BW 157 235 314 Sod*® 
Evst 60 only of Greeks, with 6 vg™ only of Latins, and sah 
(against boh) Epiph Did W-H™ (non txt) [non Sod™*]. As to 
Origen he is divided and so is Chr, while D™ has a special 
form and order peculiar to him. See under “‘ Order.” 

59. —derAOwv dua pecov avtwv Kat Tapynyev ovtws NBD latt sah 
syr sin W-H and Sod txt. Even T' (extant here) has it. 
Soden’s note to this is a caricature. No one could guess from 
it that no minuscules omit, not even Paris*’. 

Ix. 4. npas...pe BDT' [non minn| d sah (aeth) syr hier W-H 

Sod txt, against 
EME 1.4. pe by most, all Latins but d syr and most versions, 
but yuas...nuas NLW boh arab Cyr and Tisch, 

It will be noticed that W now lends its support to NL. See 
Tischendorf’s note on the subject and full evidence in the second part 
of this book under “‘ Differences between N and B.” The testimony of 
Origen is not satisfactory enough to draw a conclusion as between NLW 
boh and BDT' sah. 

John 
ix. 11. 6 avOpwros 6 eyopevos (pro avOpwros rey.) NBT! 1 33 
Laura“ 1 sah boh W-H Sod txt (av@pwros o Xeyouevos Sod®*® 
Paris*®’ al.) et cf. latt. 

24, ex Sevtepou post tov avOpwrov NBDTtLT'W 33 LauraA!4 
Sod*** 9 14 [non Paris*"| b ¢ dt e ffl q sah boh syr pesh W-H 


t Dd substitute avroy and ewm for tov avOpwzrov, as do only syr sin and arm, while 
pers merges tov avOpwrov os nv tupdov by expressing “ the blind,” ‘‘ caecum,” or “ roy 
tupAoy.” 


John 


35. 
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Sod txt whereas the rest place the expression after epwrncer 
ovy (Om. gat). 


. —tadkw  NBD[non T']W 2°¢ Paris” abcde ffglr gat aur 


vg sah boh syr hier (mut syr sin) Nonn W-H [Sod], against all 
the rest all other versions and Cyr. 

els TOV viov Tou avOpwrTou (pro es T. vlov Tou Ocov) > NBDW 
Paris d sah and syr sin Tisch™* W-H** [non Sod] against 
all the rest including L'T (with them above) and Cyr Tert. I 
do not enlarge on this miserable change. I have commented 
upon it in my, ‘ Genesis of the Versions,’ pp. 399/400. Soden 
violates what principles he has by opposing NBDW here. 


x. 14 fin. kat ywockover pe Ta cua = NB(D)UW tt vg sah boh aeth 


Xl. 


19 


26. 


29; 
42, 


18. 


30. 


syr hier goth Eus Cyr** Nonn W-H [non Sod] (cf. Epiph et 
diatess infra) but Kat yweokouat vt0 tev euwv A rell gr 
omn syr pesh arm Chr Cyr®™ "§ Thdt. Syr sin conflates both 
these readings (not indicated by Soden). 

(Epiph invertens kar yap ta eva tpoBata ywooKe me Kat 

ywookw Ta eva tpoBata. Cf. diatess arab.) 

This is quite a remarkable place. Not a single recorded 
minuscule [not even Paris®’] agrees with the five uncials 
NBDLW for the active construction, yet all the Latins go 
with sah boh for it. And as sy7 sin amplifies and conflates the 
two, both must be equally old. 

The diatess (not inverting) seems to preserve the singular 
exhibited by Epiph: ‘“‘And I know what is mine, and what 
is mine knoweth me,” continuing as the Greek ina harmonious 
sentence KaOws yiwocker Me 0 TATNPp. 

Again Soden’s text opposes NBDLW. How can he reconcile 
this action with his attitude elsewhere when he follows NB 
or BD alone? 
init. oxropa (sine copula) NBLXW 83 157 213 249 Paris 
Sod it [non d] vg [non vg?™| sah arm W-H Sod tat, contra 
rell et Chr Cyr, et syr sin +‘‘ And while he was speaking these 
things.” 

—Kadws evtrov vat NBKLM*II* et W Sod min 
aliq [non Paris®"| ¢ g vg (et sax) gat sah boh arm, W-H Sod txt, 
against the rest most Old Latins and sy sin. 

See Burgon ‘ Causes of Corruption,’ Burgon/Miller, p. 24/26. 
Kat TONAOL ETLETEVTAV NBDLX 1 33 157 213 248 249 
Paris” Sod5*! 1410 fam ON 7¢ vg sah boh (et syr arm aeth) W-H 
[non Sod] against cau emtotevoay woddow Of A and most with 
goth (arab). (modXot ovv emiatevoav W.) 


—BnOavia (—%) Only NB Sod’**? with Lat and Copt W-H tat. 


Not even W agrees. 
See under ‘“‘ Improvement.” 
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a xl. 82. >ovx av wovoaderAdos areOavev D* (sah boh). Cf. ove av pov 

ateBavev 0 adeddos NBC*LAW Sod’? 114 443 33 254 6 W-H 

Sod txt against ove av areOavev pou o adeAgos AX gr plur and 

ov av atreBave o adendos pov 69 [non fam] 397 Sod®™% it vg 

arm syr. Yet another variation is: 0 adeddos pou ove av 
areOavev by i*". Paris®’ omits pov (‘ovr av ameOavev 0 adeddos” 
simply). It may represent the base, and pov have crept in to 
the varying positions. There is so little serious textual 
variation in this much challenged chapter that every little 
thing is interesting. 
xii. 16. tavra (sine copula) NBLQW3 Sod sah b e ff gl gat vg 
syr sin W-H Sod tat. 

This I am sure is real coptic (sahidic) influence here 
because NB alone write in this verse avtou o wabnrar placing 
the possessive first as is the coptic manner, and in sah it is 
very striking, both as to this and as to the absence of copula, 
for sah heads the verse NECIRLAGHTHC : “His disciples’”’ 
proceeding: ‘‘ knew not these” bringing tava later, but com- 
pletely abandoning the copula (except one sa ms’) and 
giving great prominence to avtov ot wabnrat which NB follow 
against all others. W omits the copula but does not follow 
the coptic method here. Do the critics really mean to tell me 
that Iam wrong again and that a common wnderlying Greek 
text is responsible for avrov ot wadyrac in NB and in sah? 
Why then does W not do it? Observe W with NB elsewhere 
all around this passage. 

If anything be wanting to show B’s real sympathy of eye 
with the sahidic version—(I have shown it previously)—let the 
critics observe the order maintained by B alone two verses 
beyond at xu. 18. 

18. See under ‘‘ Order.” 

35. To dws ev yuwv eote }©=0W NBDKULMXIT and WW minn™* it vg 

boh Cyr 1/2 Nonn W-H Sod tat, but 
to dws we? vuwy este A the rest and sah syr arm aeth Chr 

Cyr 1/2. 
xili, 11. +ore (ante ouxe wavtes KaPapor eote) BCLW 33 213 397 
Sod'*s 100 41 M0 ENS Gg be f f lq xr sak bok sy Curae 
[Sod], but against N and the rest, e and Orig. (Paris 
repeats add in this place from the previous verse; but syr 


+ In Tischendorf's apparatus change D to D* (d reads frater meus) and add 6 after 
254, for 6 actually reads meus over pov thus : 


n effer mf morruul frar 
OUK AN MOY - ANEGANEN - O - AAEL®OC 


John 


xiii. 30/31. 
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sim otherwise, for 6a tovto etc: ‘‘ Because of him said he 
this word.’’) 

ote ovv cE Mev = NBCDLXW minn non pauc., latt copt Orig, 
W-H Sod tat, but ovv is against syr and the rest of the 


' Greeks. 


save 5. 


14. 


KUPLE OVK OLoapev TOU UTTayels, Tas (—KaL)... BCLW sah 
boh*”® aeth and arab witha br and syr sin W-H [non Sod]. Ido 
not definitely accuse this of not being basic (although Tertullian 
is against it), yet the changes by the various authorities in 
the form of the sentence following, where & and B are divided 
once more, shows ancient editing at this place, and the 
absence of copula may be due only to Egyptian influence. 
Yet a br and syr sin are of weight, although d and the rest 
oppose. Arab continues the Egyptian traditions for omission. 
Observe in xiv. 7 soon following, another suppression of «az 
before the amapt clause by a B group, this time followed 
by Soden as well as by W-H, against ® and the majority, 
and furthermore at :— 


. A second suppression of xaz before tas by NBQW 58 Paris”, 


this time with a bce fig foss vg Iren™ Hil and boh™ [not 
sah this time nor syr sin] W-H [non Sod] while aeth here 
with pers and Cyr have ws ovv. Observe D and d are still 
absent, as at xiv. 5, and it is fair criticism that instead of 
* Antioch” revising by adding «az in both places, D et al. 
preserve the “ true text” with it, since the authorities which 
omit in the one and in the other places are not agreed among 
themselves, or rather disagree completely and it is in the 
Egyptian manner to omit. 

ToUTO Tolnaow (pro eyw tonow) Only BALA?’Y Sod 83 124 
[non fam] 249 262 397 Laura*? Sod'20 1151 1443 fam N Fist 16 
cg qr gat vg Aug boh sah aeth (+upw) Cyr W-H™ [non 
Sod]. Add sah to Tischendorf’s and Soden’s apparatus for this. 
(M* reads eyw rtovto). It is opposed by the great mass of 
good authorities and looks very non-neutral. In fact the 
14th verse is entirely omitted by some authorities including 
syr sin and syr hier and most codd of arm, and Chr, and 
b and wg". 

otav sine copula NBA 2”° Paris®* el m 6 vg® sah"*s boh" syr 
hier pers arab sax Did Chr Epiph Novat Hil W-H [non Sod], 
but against all others and Cyr. 

—oTl eyw vTayw Tpos tov matepa NBDLW 314 Lauras'* 
Sod™” abde ffr sah boh” aeth Orig W-H and Sod tat (against 
all the rest and syr including sin, and V and Paris®). — 


. eyo sine copula NBDULW 1 [non fam] 33 348 2P° Sod'** 108 


abder aur boh" sah arm pers georg (Orig) W-H Sod txt. 


XVil. 


4, 


21. 


24. 
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—ott BCD*LNY 42 Sod®™*¢ [non WW Paris®] 6 d e f 
Hg q@ gat vg [contra ac r 6) Orig Ath Cyr Quaest, and 
boh (which version Tisch and Soden neglectt) W-H Sod txt, 
against X and the rest. 


. epxetar(—adra) NBC*D*LXYII? and W 1 [non fam] 33 69 


[non fam] 213 Paris” Sod?" ab deg gat vg (hine sax) sah 
arm syr hier Orig™ Aug W-H Sod txt, but against the rest 
and Orig Ath Cyr. 

Tedewoas (pro eteXeewoa) NABCLNII et W 1 [non fam] 33 
42.122 246 Paris” w'* b ff Hil 1/2 sah boh aeth Cyr 1/2 
W-H Sod txt, against the rest, whose testimony is strong, 
including that of Ign. [rereXerwxa Sod’”* wt lat. | 


. ecow (pro ect) See under “‘ Change of Number.” 
. This is a peculiar and interesting place. 


oi] 


“ayiacov avtous ev Tn adnOea’’ without cov is read by 
X(B)AC*DLIT? and W 1 Paris” Sod}"* (Cyr*) and the Latins 
and sah boh W-H |non Sod], but all the other versions have 
cov. The interesting point is that B alone [not sah boh| 
drops tn before adnfeva, reading like the Latins “‘in veritate.” 
We narrow the matter of the versions here down to Latin 
and Coptic, and since in the same verse B adds 7 before 
adndeca subsequently with W Paris” only of Greeks but 
both sah boht we are clearly on Latin and Coptic ground 
and in connection with both. Observe Soden’s critical prin- 
ciples or eclecticism here. He holds cov in verse 17 while 
rejecting eteXecwoa above in verse 4 both witnessed to by the 
same group. 
wa Kat avtoe ev nv (—€v) woo ~=BC*DWabcder vg™ sal 
arm W-H |non Sod] against the mass. The few Fathers wh« 
quote without év are also found to have it elsewhere, and Clen 
has it, which should be decisive as against D. Sy7 sin is illegibl. 
just at this place. Perhaps the vulgate ms E gives us the key 
It writes wt ipsi in nobis in (unum...) reduplicating the év 
Possibly ENHMINENWCIN in the uncial writing caused th« 
withdrawal of EN (év) after nu. Both V and Paris” retaiz 
év With S and the mass. 

This place does not really belong under the present heading 
I do not know exactly where to put it. It refers to a very 
difficult matter. I will cite the verse in full : 

matep (ratnp BAN ; om. et subleg. car syr sin) ods Sedmxas jo 
JedXw wa oTroV elf EYW KAKELVOL WOW pET EuoU Wa Dewpwaw TH 


+ But in view of Coptic methods should be noticed here. 
¢ And perhaps the emphatic Syriac. 


John 
xviii. 15. 
abid. 
SI. 
ibid, 
mie. l2. 
16. 
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dofav tyv eunv, iv Sedmxas (al. edwkas) por oTL NYaTNTAS péE 
m™po KaTaBodns KooLou. 

Clem, quoting 24/26, does not vary (except as to the tense 
of ‘‘gavest’’) and employs ods. So do the other Fathers: 
Hus Chr Cyr Cypr Thdt etc., but SBDW _ Paris” boh 
[non sah] goth and d (agreeing with D") and syr sin W-H 
and Sod txt substitute o for ots. The only key to an 
error in writing would occur if watnp were absent between 
the two verses, as is the case in syr sim alone, and where 
nyannoas would be followed by ovs: HTANHCACOYC, but this 
cause of corruption is very unlikely. Clearly here SBDW d 
boh goth syr sin hold the more difficult (most difficult) reading. 
Hort adopts it, but has nothing in his ‘Notes on Select 
Readings’ about it. The Oxford edition of 1910 places ois 
in the margin and Souter gives the evidence in a footnote. 
Soden boldly adopts 6 (although Sod reads ov [showing an 
original difficulty, but not 6]) notwithstanding the fact that 
the omission which he neglected in verse 21 just above was 
sustained by a rather stronger family group. 

To what 6 refers is difficult to conjecture, and I would only 
remark as to the relative age of boh and sah that it is boh 
which goes with the accepted minority here for the hard reading 
and not sah. Surely if bok belonged to the vi" or vi1™ 
century this 0 would have been smoothed to ois by then. 
My excuse for inserting this matter here, on the authority 
only of d and boh of the Latt and Coptt, is that it calls 
attention to this matter of date. 
nkorovber Se tw Inoov Siuwv Ietpos Kar (—06) adros pants. 
Thus: aAdos without the article N‘ABD™? WY 106 c&™ 2° Bre 
Sod** 2 [non Paris] with sah boh (KEsS,AOH'THC) it vg 
(alius) and Nonnus specifically ‘xa veos addos etacpos,” but 
the article is found in CX fourteen other uncials Chr and 
Cyr, and rather specifically in sy7 “et unus ex discipulis aliis.”’ 
W-H and Sod suppress the article. 
> yvwotos nv (pro nv yyworos) BW 4 Paris®’ Sod*** 7?" boh 

(sah) and syr W-H™®. 
metkaTos (—0) BC* Sod>* soli vid et W-H. Of. latt boh. 
—ovyv sec. BC 225 250 sah”! boh eq vgS® syr pesh sin arm 

W-H., 
o TetAaTos ante e&yree NBLMXWY fam 13 33 249 Paris” 
Hianrat2) Sots 10 1088 lmsle OPEL ON 7 sah bok Cyr-W-H Sod 
txt, against two other varieties of order, while 6 omits Pilate 
outright. 
maperaBov ovv tov Incovy tantum sine addit.. B(L)X (19) 33 
(42) (61*) 249 abce finr aur boh Cyr W-H Sod txt. 
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There are a host of varieties here, chiefly of amplification. Of the 
versions, outside of the Old Latins named, all add something except doh. 
Even sah has ‘‘ But they when they had taken Jesus, they brought him 
out.’ In such cases, when the critics follow B and so few witnesses, I 
wish to call particular attention to the fact that boh agrees and not 
sah. In such passages then boh has not been smoothed and added to 
as they would have us believe. 

John 

xix. 20. > eBparcts pwparote ehAnVioTt BUNXY et S* (hiat N* ex 
hom.) 83 74.89 90 234 248 g&° r* “Paris =Sod> = ee 
KeN81 ¢ # sah et boh arm aeth georg syr hier Cyr W-H Sod tat 
[contra rell pl.: e8p. err. pop. | 

24. —n reyouca NB 249 abece ff r georg sah” [non omn] 
Ps-Ath W-H. 

No others omit, not even WY or Paris”, but cf. pers probably 
representing syr sin still missing. Pers says ‘‘and the Scripture was 
fulfilled,” whereas syr pesh says ‘‘and the Scripture was fulfilled which 
said”’ (for the usual wa » ypadn tAnPwOn n Aeyouca). The omission by 
NB sah" is against Cyril although made their own by W-H, and Soden 
encloses the words in square brackets. Why then oppose as he does 
the larger group at xvill. 21 above ? 

John 

xx. 6. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 

xxl. 20. ematpades (—copula) BACII*W 33 265 w* Sod®? beegr 
gat vgg” sah arm pers georg. (Simon turned round and saw 
syr sin). The rest have de or «az, and Chr ovv. W-H and 
Sod tat omit the copula. 

21. rovtrov +ovv. See under “ Improvement.” 


Traces of Syriac Sympathy. 
John 
i. 25. B alone adds tov after pabntwr, reading ex tov pabntov tov 
Iwavov. This may be reduplication, but cf syr sin and syr 
pesh: “of one of the disciples of John.” 

28. It is a little curious that so soon after this B alone with syr 
hier adds eyw after exrov so | W-H], while T” and syr cu sin 
prefix eyw, but the other Greeks all eschew this. 

Again : 
34, —to mvevua B* * (b** *?) might be omitted also in syr sin. 
iv. 11. —n yuvn B' cum syr sin et W-H txt (exewn pro n yuvn 8). 
Westcott and Hort here followed B alone. This is now found 
supported by syr sin, while N substitutes exewn. Cf. the cursive 28 
(sister Ms to W) and dimma at John xx. 15, execvos pro o Inaovs also with 
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syr sin alone. Von Soden does not mention this at all in his notes, 
although I called attention to it specifically in the Appendix, vol. ii., of 
my ‘Genesis of the Versions,’ pp. 100 and 171, and Scholz had duly 
reported 28 for exeuvos. 

The scientific course would be to follow syr sin in both places. Of 
course Hort did not dream of following Hvan. 28 at xx. 15. But this 
situation reveals the insecurity of a text founded on preconceived ideas. 
If syr stn be right in iv. 11 why not at xx. 15? The answer is because 
Bis the key. Anything which supports B is greedily availed of, as will 
be a few readings of the new ms W. But let syr sin or W oppose B, 
however much other support they may have, and the Hortites tumble 
over themselves to get away from such readings. 

éxeivos is a word however of peculiar importance in St. John, and 
these passages are well worthy of thought. See John u. 21, iv. 25 for 
its general use, and xvi. 13/14 de spiritu veritatis. 

Dr. Abbott does not go into this matter very fully in his Johannine 
Grammar (but see § 2381, 2, 2731, 2), and as the Concordances do not 
subdivide the subjects, I append a list of the diverse applications of 
exewos, exelvol, and exewvyn in St. John’s Gospel. The word is used 
specifically : 

Of God at vi. 29 

Of the Father ~ 1. 338, v. 19 38, vu. 29, viii. 42 

Of the Son HaALOr Mees 

Declaration of the Son of God ix. 37 ere Se avtw o Inaous Kat 
EWPAKAS QAUTOV Kal O AaNov META COU EKELVOS EOTLV. 

Of the announced Christ 111. 28 30 (testimony of the Baptist), 

iv. 25 (testimony of the Samaritan woman). 
Of the Light of Heaven 1. 8 (ef. v. 35) 


Of the Holy Spirit xiv. 26, xvi. 8 138 14 

Of the Word xu. 48 

Of the Scriptures v. 39 

Of the believer xiv. 12 21, xvi. 24. Also vi. 57 (of 


the communicant) 
Of the angels at the tomb xx. 13 
Of the Healer (in the mouth of the paralytic) v.11 6 tomoas 
HE VYLN EKELVOS pol ELTEV... 
As well as of Jesws in the mouth of the Jews. vii. 11 o« ovv 
lovéator efntovy avtov ev TH E0pTH Kat EXEYOV ToU eoTLV 
exetvos; again 1x. 12 ov eotw exetvos; again ix. 28 
ou et paOntns execvou; and again xix. 21 edeyov ov Tw 
TikaTw ot apxtepers Tov lovdaiwy un ypade o Bacidevs Tov 
lovdatwy arr ote exewvos evtre Bacidevs ety Tov Jovdaiov. 
Of the year of Christ’s death (tov eviavtov exewov) xi. 49, 
xvi. 13 
Also of John Baptist v. 35 (ef. 1. 8) 
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Of John the writer x1x. 35 

Of the beloved apostle xii, 25, xx1s laze 

Of Moses v. 46 47 

Of the disciple known to the High priest xviii. 15 

Of Peter the denier xvi, 17° 25. (at xiiesG eee 
_ Orig Cyr omit exervos) 

Of the disciples x1. 13 

Of Mary, sister of Martha eS) 

Of Mary Magdalene xx4 15.16 

Of the scribes and pharisees vil. 45 

Of the blind man x. 9 11 25.36 

Of the sheep Bg 1S 


Of the false shepherd >a | 
Of another teacher coming in his own name iv. 43 


Of Judas Sits CH Bea 
Of Satan vill. 44 
Of the Jews x, 6°35 c(add, xix. Loo byes lames 


Laura4 *# Sod!° & © 6 e gq Cyr W-H Sod tat f) 
It is even found in the pericope de adult. at vil. 10 avakuwas 
de 0 Inoovs kat pndeva Ocacapevos mAnY TNS YuUValKOS ELTEY aUTN 
““H yuvn tov elow €KELVOL OL KATNYOPOL Gov, OVdELS GE KaTEKpPLVEV ;” 
Add xx. 15 of him whom Mary supposed to be the gardener 
{testimony of 28 and syr sim), and iv. 11 of the woman of Samaria 
(testimony of &). 


Traces of Syriac (continued). 
John 

: vi. 71. evs Tov dwdexa (—av) BC*DL 230 Sod*" * °°! d aeth [against 

sah boh| and syrr only W-H [non Sod txt] (dv pro dv 604). 

vu. 34. + pe See under “‘ Improvement.” 

viii. 89. eote...7oveete B ff vg (Orig) pro nre...emorere. W-H tat 

[Sod eote . . erovecte av|t (Cf. syr sin). 
xi. 2. paplap B 33 syr W-H (Copt latin and the rest papia) 
§19. papiap again BCDLA syr W-H, here, in another case ‘‘ pos 

Map@av cat Mapiaw”’ instead of Maprav as 8 and most. 


t+ Soden should not include 33 for this. 

t Soden’s notes are so constructed here as to be very obscure. The reading of B roueire 
being relegated to the third series of notes with 133 (my 604) which latter however has 
av which is missing in B, and has nre against eore. The connection between these 
matters is lost in Soden’s apparatus as often elsewhere. 

§ Soden quotes “lat” for this accusative but neglects to speak of syr here, or 
above, or below. 


John 


(xt, 20. 


21. 


( 28. 


Doe 
Mio. 


46. 


( xill. 22. 
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But here only 33 138 Paris®’ Sod°*® and 2”? are recorded for 
Maprau. ) 

The above should be noted as to a kind of indirect Syriac 
influence on B, for at :— 

B (possibly C) and sy7 sin ALONE omit «vpce of all known Mss 
and versions except Hust 54, not quoted by Tisch or Horner or 
Soden; and the omission in Sod edition, relegated to his 
bottom notes as if of no importance! Has Soden not read 
Merz on this (p. 273 of the Schlussband) ? 

B holds papiaw here but with D and ACKLATI Sod’ 33 188 
157 Paris®’, while N maintains wapiav; the same applies to 
x1, 3.1.) 

paptay, nominative, BC*E*L 33 157 Paris” syr (wapea N rell) 
papiap - B 1 [non fam] 33 Paris®’ Sod® * syr (wapia 

N rell) 

See below at xx. 16. 

—mas Ba alone with syr sin. Perhapsan error or deliberate 

harmonising with verse 44. Relegated to Soden’s bottom 

notes, where he omits syr sin (cf. Mera, p. 335). 

eBretrov sine copula BC 16 245 Sod e arm pers (Orig) sah"™™ 
et 8° W-H. 

I venture to place this here, although the syriacs have a 
copula, since pers and arm are agreed to support BO, and 
possibly the old syriac underlying pers and arm was without 
it, and BC may represent the base here. The more so as in 
verse 25 ovy or de omitted by BC 138 e Orig only, is also 
wanting in syr sin. Soden quotes V for omission, but Lake 
does not record it. ) 

See under ‘‘ Coptic and Latin.” 

This is a place of some importance, although involving the 
addition merely of the little personal pronoun eyw. ‘Tischen- 
dorf says: “‘uyw...Praeterea BL 127 add eyw (sive ad vuw 
sive ad seqq trahitur,’ by which he means that we can read 
either at the end of verse 26 mavta a evTov vu eyw, OY TavTa 
a evtov vjuv, and place the eyw at the head of verse 27: “‘eyw 
erpnunv aint vw.” 

Asa matter of fact Evan 127, correctly reported by Birch, 
is misreported by Scholz and Tischendorf, for 127 reads in 
verse 26 mavta a eyo evtov vuuv as X 33 Sod® and not mavta 
@ evmov vuw eyo as BL 314 (= Sod), so that while 127 
definitely places eyw in verse 26, BL are indeterminate as to 
adding it at end of verse 26 or at beginning of verse 27. 
No other Greeks or Latins add in either place! Hort however 
crams it in after vuw verse 26 jin [R.V. does not, again 
opposing Hort]. Neither of the coptic versions has eyw in 
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John 


either ‘verse, but the first word in sahidic of verse 27 is 
stKWw (= aden) which might mislead the eye. In aeth 
however eyw is present in the same position asin BL. The 
situation in syriac is as follows: 

SyrP> says 26/27 mavta a evtov eyo vu’ etpnvnv adinpe 
eyo vu. Sy (lesson 150) has eyw in verse 27 but not in 
verse 26. Syr "has eyw verse 26 fin without vu (as Cyr only 
but abce ff lmr aur omit vas), and syr apparently has 
vuv without ey (separately) but eyw separately verse 27 after 
adinut (Lewis ed. p. 254 note ‘‘ Dissimilia” line 4, and 
photograph opp. Ist col. line 4). At any rate the eyw of BL 
seems clearly due to the influence of a version. Tischendorf 
says nothing of the Syriac. 

[ W* is wanting from xiv. 25 to xvi. 7 and 892 ceases on 
parchment at xiv. 23. | 

xix. 10. Matter of order and quite important. As to Pilate’s speech 
to our Lord. Instead of ov« odas ote e€ovciay exw oTavpwcat 
ce Kat €€. exw aTrodvaat ae, the order is reversed to: 
aToAvoal ce.;.cTavpwoat oe by NBAEH*N Sod°™ e and syr 
pesh [hiat sin] only, but with pers (doubtless representing 
the missing syr sin [Tisch forgets pers|]) and arab W-H 
[against both coptics]. 

WY all minn. including Paris®’ give us the usual order 
which Soden follows. 

11. In this connection observe the order dedouevov cot here of 
NBD™LY and W Sod! * with syr and it" Cypr Iren™ 
Orig™ 1/2 W-H Sod txt, against cor dedopevov of most and 
Cyr. The order in the previous clause xat ewou ovdemav of 
NBD™KLXWY 1 33 124 [non fam] 188 157 2” Paris” 

- Laura’! W-H Sod txt is also Latin order. Observe also 
the o mapadous in this verse of NBEAA Sod? min*"* et 
W-H |non Sod txt] (for o wapaéidous) = it vg syr: qui tradidit. 
txx. 16. papiay (pro papa) B with NLNOII and W 1 383 71™*"s 
wt Sod?! 1222 sah boh syr Greg Nyss Sev (Nonn) Tisch™ 
W-H™ [non Sod]. 
(See above at xi. 2, 19, 28, 32, xii. 3). 
This is quite noteworthy. It occurs in our Lord’s single- 
worded address to the woman—(and is the correct lingual 
antithesis as 1t were to the answer ‘‘ paSBovv!”’ introduced 
in NB and the majority by e8parere but not by all) ;—whereas 


+ Paris®’ breaks off at xx. 15, the last leaves having apparently perished, as have 
the last leaves of the Apoc. in some mss, and as those or that of St. Mark where that 
Gospel came last. 


John 


oe LS: 


23. 


oe . 
v. 39. 


Wid, 


42. 
43. 


viii. 12 


t 55. 


57. 
e u4, 
ay, 24. 


28 
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sah boh do not use papiaw but papa earlier in the chapter, 
as do the rest. WN however has papiay throughout. 
papap again BNL 1 383 2” [Sod teste] sah [non boh]| syr 
Nonn 
tivos bis pro twav bis 8B (sol inter gr) ae f r syr Cypr 
Orig™ Hus. 


“Horny. 


eraBav B [non W-H| 
epauvate NBN Sod°" (pro epevvate) 
. Epavynaor NB*T [non N] (pro epevynaov) 

The word occurs nowhere else in the Gospels. But at 
1 Pet. i. 10 eEnpavyncav by NAB* while in the very next 
verse 11 epavvwyres follows by NB* but not by A. 

At 1 Cor. ii. 10 epavva by NAB* and C, but at Rom. viii. 27 
only 8 has epavywy against B and the rest epevywr. Finally 
at Apoc. il. 23 epavvwy is found in AC (iat B) but epevver 
here by & and the rest. 
mepa (pro Tepav) Be" Cf Liddell and Scott [non W-H| 

Soden does not care to record this in his foot-notes, so B 
remains alone. But it is an indubitable “improvement.” 
avxXL OVTOS (Pro ovyX ovTOS) BT et W-H 
peta adrAnrAwv (pro pet’ ard.) B 157 sole |non W-H| 

Soden did not recollate St. John in 157 so does not record 
it; but he adds Sod®® Sod*"' (presumably ¢371 = Evan 4 at 
Paris) and V although not reported by Lake. 

. pot (pro enor) BT Orig (Until BT were carefully collated 
Orig was always cited alone for this. No others seem to join, 
nor 892 nor Paris*’ more recently collated). W-H place por 
in text and do not consider evo: at all. Soden retains euor and 
has no new evidence for por. . 

Kav (pro kat eav) NBDW Sod*! soli et W-H (cf. viii. 14 ubi 
kav habent mMss™ et sah boh, sed Orig c* kat, cf. vil. 16 
kav & solus) 

EOPAKES B* et W Sod” (pro ewpaxas) [non W-H | 
exukNevoav B 

ev Th avactnoee B(proev tn avactace) |negl. Sod| 
.ermaca(pro evmovea secund.) BC 


et W-H 


+ By using «cay for xa: eay at viii. 16 & (alone) shows that this is a ‘‘ preference.” 
The others do not have it there. Are they rizht at viii. 55? Observe that Clem*** uses 
«av elsewhere. 


Z 
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Actually in W-H text because C supports. No marginal alternative. 
The Oxford text of 1910 restores exrovoa. I presume evraca is a “ form” 
and not a change of tense, but unless B intended a subtle variation 
between the first and second evrovca in the verse, it is difficult to see 
why he writes thus. .Compare the versions. Latin and sah make the 
first evtovoa = a past participle, and the second a present participle. 
(exrwv sec. loco by the critical codex 213 (= Sod’) so often in the B 
group elsewhere.) Boh, according to Horner, conveys a past participle 
in the second place. 

In order to avoid burdening the apparatus in Part II. with a lot 
of minor differences in form or spelling,tf I have not chronicled a 
host of places where & or B write erav for erov.t I wish I had ~ 
done so however, as this case arises which might seem at first sight 
to require delicate treatment. But it will be seen, as neither N nor B 
are constant in the use of eav, that it is merely a matter of 
occasional preference with either of them (indeed D writes edXeyov and 
eXeyav in the same verse, John ix. 16) and that e:raca secund. in 
xi. 28 is not to be regarded seriously. Some cursive mss place a stop 
after avrns' and before Aabpa evtovaca, but I do not think B was 
finessing here. Hort (‘ Notes on Orthography,’ vol. i1., p. 164, col. u. 
top) says: ‘‘The participles eizras, e’maca are rare: aa oes in -avTos, 
-avtes, -avta have no sufficient authority anywhere.” It is regrettable 
that he did not refer to this place at John xi. 28 where eizodca is first 
used and then e’zraca, by himself and BC only. He admits that ecavtos 
and cases other than the nominative are not recognisable in the N. T. 
Then why admit extaca in xi. 28? Why not have used eas at ix. 6 
where the discourse had preceded the act of healing? Cf. some Mss in 
note below at xi. 38. 


John 
xi. 37. avv&as B*D [non W-H] ~ 
§ 38. evBpetpwpevos B*D” (Cf. xv. 18 peueroneev BIX) 
xil. 15. Levwv (pro Xv) B*A [non W-H | 
32. av (pro eav) B 13 [non fam| W-H. Here 157 
Sod? *” Orig Ath Bas Chr Caes have otav. 
(xiv. 13. atnte pro artnonte BQ only and W-H™. It may be 


ellipsis or ‘‘ Change of Tense.” See thereunder and also as 
to the same form at xv. 16 by BLY. There Sod does not 
even record aitnte although he did at xiv. 13. Soa” alone 
improvises aitnonoGe at xiv. 13. ) 


+ Thus sometimes B spells rapyova with one p, sometimes it is 8 who does this. 

¢ Thus taking for example John ix. we find ix. 22 26 eurav by § alone, ix. 28 40 
eurav ND, ix. 20 ecrav NBL [not D], ix. 12 23 24 84 ecray NBD. 

§ euSpipovpevos NAU al. aliq; euBpipwpevos plur; -sed eB8pipov W; euSpiun-,: 
capevos OFX 213 Sod*4 8 Andrt ; (euSpipwoapevos t*, €u/Spiuwapevos K), 


John 


( xiv. 19. 


cbid. 


24. 


xvi. 32. 


mv. 6. 


. o av OernTe B 209-5 
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Eyoete pro SyoecHe BUX 213 only, but adopted by Tisch on 
the ground that at v. 25, vi. 5157 58 fycee and Sncovow are 
found and not G&joerar and fycovta, but, as he points out, 
fnoerar is found, without variation, at xi. 25. I place the 
matter here as it hardly seems right to put it under 
changes in verbal voices; yet a delicate shade of meaning 
seems to underlie one or other of these forms in the 
particular connection involved, and which one the writer of 
the Gospel used we shall never know. W-H follow BLX 
with €ncere. Soden adds 213 (Sod'**) but does not follow it, 
yet 213 is a regular adherent to and confirmer of the B 
transmission. ) 


. (pevn pro pewn NBL 33*[Sod] 213 Paris’ W-H Sod txt. 


“Form” or change of tense. But Origen eppewn and Hus 
Cyr pewn ut vid. ) 

(pevnte pro pernte NABL Sod°* Paris” W-H Sod txt. 
The same applies here. Above a writes maneat but manseritis 
here, while d above has manserit (with most) but maneatis 
here. ) ; 


. ovde ev (pro ovdev) B. Cf. CW Sod ad xxi. 3 [non B] 
To: 
(6. 


ouce ets (pro overs) B 

pevn (pro peevn) S*ABD Paris*’ Sod’ W-H Sod txt. Yet 
another Greek combination for this. d here has maneat but 
not a@ nor the rest. ) 


Rell 0 eav Oernte et W-H & Sod 
oca cay Oednte NS 


. yevnabe pro yevncecbe BDLMXA min pauc Amphil Chr 


W-H [non Sod]. Ellipsis or intentional change?  yweode 
Paris.) 


2. evyocav (pro exov) NBN*LIP I[non fam] 19 mg 33 jt 


(negl Tisch Sod) Sod [non V Paris®"] Origtotd non udtaue Cy ter 
W-H Sod txt (evyav D*). 

evyxooay (pro evxov) NBL* (hiat N)IDP 1[non fam] 19 mg. 
33 Sod®°* 2r° W-H Sod txt against the rest and against Cyr 
here (exxyav D*). ; 

Kape (pro Kat ee) NBC*LNYW I[non fam exc. Sod'**] 
138 Sod*' Cyr W-H Sod txt against the rest and Const Did. 
Kapot (pro Kat emo) BY Sod” 1[non fam] 33 1388 W-H 
[non Sod] against S the rest and Orig Hus Did Chr Cyr. 


ibid fin. tetnpnkav (pro teTnpnKacw) BDLW Sod” soli vid et 


W-H [non Sod}. 
We have -had imperfects (eXeyav) and aorists (ev7rav) 
frequently. This is the first instance to be noticed of the 
perfect in this form. NN 33 substitute etypyoav. To 
the testimony of BDLW however we should add e ff 
Z 2 
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XV ile ce 
8 

Xvill. 6. 
29 


John 


i. 40 (St. Tisch, ver 89 W-H Sod). oecde (pro tere) 


. eOwKes ( ,, re) 


. dnow (pro evmev) 


3, edtdocav (pro edsdouv) 


. 0 Tapacous (pro o Tapad.oous) 


. €xpavyacav 


. TaXELoV ( pro TAaXLOV) 


. YELVOUEVNS 


. ™7rEov (pro TrELOV) 
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which read ternpyxa (e servabi, ff servavi). This various 
reading may have come from a copy in which the final v 
of rtetnpnxa had become lost before the vuv following— 
TETHPHKANYN—but observe eyvwxa in the next verse, by a 
few cursives, is shared by most latt vett although no N 
follows there in the next word. 

edwxes (pro dedmxas) B' See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” 
Be! 5 
NBDW W-H (et evecav 


9? ” 


NBCDELXW52 1 33 213 
Sod**> W-H et Sod). 
NBC*LXWY 1[22 Soden. Teste Sanders 
ex errore] 33 213 2°° Paris Sod! U1 KC Cyr Chri” W-H 

Sod tat. 


atTnrOav 


NBLNXWY 1 22 138 2°° 604 (cum LX 

edtdwcav) Paris®’ Sod'’ * Cyr W-H Sod tat. 

Hither ellipsis or a variation 

witnessed to by NBEAA W-H™* [non Sod] Sod??? 108? Kx 

min™", but not the ones we expect, nor by WY Paris”, 

but = 7t vg syr qui tradidit. 

BD™ W 33 157 249 w** al Sod"! W-H [non 

Sod] a, but this is a change of tense as well. See under 

“Change without Improvement.” 

B al alig et W-H [non 8] 

(I have neglected the oft recurring differences between NS 
and B as to mwetNatos and miAaTos, evotnKer and toTnKeL) 


. paBBovvee BN sah Evsthmineanp. 63 YV_H (paBBwver D) 

. aperovTat B (agiovtar W-H™ ; adewvtar W-H** Sod“ cum 
NADOX Sod” al. Cyr, et afievtat plur et Orig. 

. Ketpav BW and A c, but (see under ‘‘ Genitive before 


the Noun”) BW pov tyv xecpav, whereas A c%" tnv yerpay 

foov. (Tas xetpas, — pou D d.) 

BA [non D hoe loco, sed DA ver 5 
mpoapayetov, non B| 

NBCDLSXAQO 4 83 122 314 Sod® Chr 

Cyr W-H Sod txt [against the rest and Basil] mov N al ? 

(1 22 2° Sod’S abce ffir aur syr sin omit 7X. Tovtar.) 


Synonyms. 


BC*LT’W 
X” (Sod A+) W fam 1 22 33 Paris” (Orig) W-H Sod tat. 

This appears rather more euphonious as: epyeobe kar oecbe 

than epyeoGe kar dere. The latter is supported by the mass 

and ® and by Epiph Cyr Chr. As CLIT” and WY join B for 


John 


[ vii. 


vill. 


2G 


Xil. 


49, 
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oweo@e with 1 22 33 Paris*’ it may well be fundamental as 
regards Hgypt, but not necessarily as regards fundamental 
neutrality. [See Abbott for particulars as to Johannine 
diction in this respect. | 

uTnvTnoav (pro atnvrncav) See in St, Matthew’s Gospel as 
to this pp. 24/26. 


. Cewpovv BDLNX*¥(A) 69 185 397 Paris” Sod’ 4 & Cyr 


W-H Sod tat for ewpwv (Qewpovvtes pro ote ewpwv W, eFewper 
Laura“, ewpaxev Sod'*') involves a discussion of the 
synonyms for seeing and beholding etc. in this Gospel (see 
Abbott, ‘Johannine Synonyms,’ § 1598) and would not be 
profitable enough to discuss at length here, so that it need 
not detain us. I will only remark that in this same chapter 
at verse 19 Oewpovew occurs, at verse 40 0 Jewpwv, and at verse 
62 Gewpnrte (or Oewperte), without variation among Mss, so that: 
a change has been wilfully made here in verse 2 by one party 
or the other. Which is the most likely to have altered the 
word? (At vi. 836 ewpaxate occurs, and at vi. 46 ewpaxer, in 
both places unchanged except for Evan. 28 in the latter place, 
which Ms merely adds emywwwoxe n before eopaxer (sic) pr. 
loco. ) 

evTrapatot (pro emixatapator) NBTW Sod’ 1[non fam] 33 2"° 
Sod* [non al. vid] Orig Cyr W-H Sod txt. This may be: 
ellipsis, or it may indicate a preference, or it may be basic,, 
for emtxatapatoe is the expression throughout the LXX from 
Genesis to Jeremiah and therefore may have replaced 
eTaparot. | ' 


. ardnOiwn (pro adrnOns) See under “‘ Improvement.” 
. hover (pro carer) NABDLUXWY fam 1 33 157 213 249 397 


2Pe Paris’’ Sod**! 110 1114 Ke N40 Cyr W-H Sod tat. It does not 
follow that the rest are wrong with cade. The change may 
have been made by ‘‘scholars” for alliterative purposes 
following ¢wyys avtov axovec in the verse. 


. emAnaOn (pro emAnpwOn) in the phrase ‘‘7n de orxia ery. EK 


TNS ogous Tov pwupov.” This reading is found in B only, and is 
put aside by Hort and R.V.as not worthy of notice. The 
viciousness of their “‘ note ’’ system is shown here, for neither 
Hort nor Souter give the reading in their notes, and the 
ordinary minor student, who is compelled to use these tomes, 
thinks of course that B agrees with the text ewAnpwy as 
printed. But B deliberately used a word which is practically 
non Johannine (Soden does not add one single new witness 
for ewAno@n), for the mAnoavtes of many at John xix. 29 
[the only place in which a form of 7A7Ow or wipAne 1s found 
in the fourth Gospel] does not find any room in NBLX who 
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use a different sentence (omoyyov ovy pectov o£ovs pro ot de 
TAnGaVTEs oToyyov ofovs Kar) Whereas mAnpow is fully 
Johannine, occurring at : 
ill. 29. avtn ovy n Yapa n Eun TeTANPwWTAL 
“vil. .8. oT 0 eos Katpos (vel 0 KaLp. 0 E“os) oUTM TETANPwTAL 
Xl. 38. wa o Noyos Hoatov tov rpod. TANPwOH 
xi. 18. adr wa y ypahn TAHNPHO 
xv. 25. 
xvl. 6. addr oTt TavTAa NEAAAHKA VELLY, N AVTN TETANPWKEV VLwWY THV 


arr wa TAN P WON O rOYOS 


Kapolav 
24, wan Xapa vuwv 7 meTAHPwOmEeVH (Of. 1 Jo. i. 4, 11 Jo. 12) 
Xvil, 12. wan ypadn TANPwOH 
13. wa exwow Thy Xapav THY EeuNnVY TETANPwWMEYNY Ev EavTOLS 
XVill. 9. wa TANPWON oO Royos ov EvTeEV 
32. wa o Noyos Tov lonov TAHPwOH 
ea om wan ypapn TANPOOn 
besides 7Anpwpa in John i. 16 (a word not used by St. Luke, 
who on the other hand uses forms of 7A7@m freely). 
Further, 7\npow is found in St. John’s epistles : 
1 John i, 4. wa xapa vuwv 7 meTANpwpmEevyH (Cf. Jo. xvi. 24) 
tJohn ver. 12. wa n xapa vuwy TeTAHNpwpmEevyn 7} (N)Bvg.(Rell n wewdnp.) 
in the same phrase as in the Gospel at xvi. 24. 

Yet, if the critics could rake up from the Libraries a few Greek 
cursives with exAno6n in John xii. 3, upon their own foundations and 
rules. they would be bound to insert the reading of B there. Such 
unscientific reasoning cannot affect Scripture harmfully here, since we 
are merely dealing with a synonym at this place. But the example is, 
or should be, a warning and a danger signal as to B’s methods elsewhere. 
If B is “neutral ’’ when he writes Incovs for 6 Incovs, even when alone, 
as Hort insists by repeatedly placing the article in square brackets on 
those occasions, why in the name of common logic is B not right when 
he gives us such a fine ‘“ neutral’’ form as e7AncOn, equally not found in 
other documents ? 

I insist, and I think the public will say with reason, instead of 
repeating to us ad nauseam what a fine man Hort was, and how much 
study underlay his text, that his followers should offer us some explana- 
tion of why they abandon B occasionally when that Ms is affected by a 
bad “‘sunstroke,” and not that they should cover up B’s solecisms by a 
conspiracy and a mantle of silence (which I charge to be unfair). This 
remark applies with even greater force to the next place of this kind to 
be considered, viz. John xii. 28, where B and Evan 5 alone are guilty of 
something very serious. See under “ Hopelessness of considering B 
neutral.” Both Hort and Souter’s Oxford edition abandon B, but cover 
up the matter by another conspiracy of silence. 


John ‘ 
miwes 1 


m1.. 25. 
Exe: 7 


xe. 


Ki. 35. 


xiv. 22. 
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In view of the foregoing, the next case may be referred with 
some confidence to an internal species of harmonistic effort 
(throwing some light on the other quéstion of euewev or 
dvetpiBev at x1. 54. See under ‘‘ Indeterminate.’’) I refer to 
the substitution of : 

av noette by BOQV [non fam] 33 Ps-Ath Bas Cyr W-H‘™ 
[nel in mg] Sod™® [non txt], or av ednte Li 2°°, or ecdnte av X, 
or noete av 22 213 314 Sod'", for eyvwxerte av, which as 
Tischendorf carefully explains may be a reflection of John 
vill. 19. NDW Paris” substitute yuwoecbe which Tischendorf 
receives into his text. av dete seems very likely an im- 
portation from vil. 19. 


Homovioteleuton. 


ex Tov pabntwov ToV Iwavov B*' (but see under Syriac) 
amnOev Brerwv (—ovy Kat eviyato Kat n\Oev inter amndOev et 
. Brerov) Be! 
Syr sim however differs: ‘‘ and when he washed his face his 
eyes were opened,” leaving out any question of 7\Oe 


which caused trouble in B. 


The arm is rather graphic here: ‘‘ He went, washed, came 
and saw.” 

TavTny evtorny (pro tavtny Thy evtorAnv) Be, This must be 
an error and cannot certainly be referred to any Latin 
influence yet Sod°*’, a thoroughly bilingual codex, alone 
now comes to join B at this place! Note the only Greek 
witness in xix. 26 for avtov post thy pntepa to join the 
Latins a ¢ nis Sed?” with Q. 

See beyond under the caption ‘“‘ Historic Present.” It is in 
the same verse that NB alone substitute npev for ape. I have 
directed attention to the tullit of gat at that place. Is it 
possible that Latin (twlit and hoc mandatum) is responsible for 
both npev and tavtny evtorny (— Tv)? 


Homototeleuton with Indeterminate Results. 


TepiTatertews TO dws exete. Depending on how carefully the 
original was made and copied must depend the correctness of 
the double variety reputaterte ws or TepiTTaterte ews. B favours 
the former. In verse 36 ws stands plainly by SABDLWIY 


Did Ath. 


KEKAITIFELONEN, xaz has been inserted or dropped here owing 
to the proximity of «é. Nand most have it. BADELX 33 
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397 Laura4 1% Sod? 1246 871 KN Cyy latt copt syr arm aeth goth 
drop it as do W-H [nil in mg] but not Soden (I wonder why). 


Homoioteleuton and Homotoarcton. 


John 


xiv. 4. We can hardly attribute to homoioteleuton the shortened 
clause here. It would be charitable to do so, but itis evidently 
to remove an apparent (and not a real) pleonasm that 
NBC*LQXW 33 157 213 (Sod'"*) boh pers aeth*™ and only ar 
of the Latins give us xae omov (eyw) vmayw odate THV 
odov with W-H and Sod, instead of cat omouv (eyw) vTayo 
oloaTe, Kat THY odov otdate Of D and all the other fourteen 
uncials, all the cursives, syriacs (including sin), sah, latt, 
the other versions, and Cyril. Neither VW nor 892 follows 
the NB group here, and Paris” has «as omov eyw vrayo 
ovk oldate tnv odov. (Observe that it is boh which 
supports NB etc., andnotsah. Further remove “ al. pauc”’ and 
“ql” in Tisch Horner and Scholz after 33.157. It is doubtful 
whether any other cursives so far collated have the short form, 
Only the famous Sod'*® (= 213) appears as a new witness. 
Correct Wetstein also who cites goth for it.) ¢, not cited by 
Tisch, has cat omov vtayw eyw oldate (— Kat THY odov oLdaTe). 

xvi. 5. Where D ber (hiat d) and Origen omit eycovs in the sentence : 
Reyer autos (Incous) eyo ene * ecatnKer Se Kar lovdas, B alone 
with a changes the order thus : Neyer avtors eyw erpt IC ICTHKE! 
placing Incovs after eyw ewe and changing the form of the 
address. This 1G crept in from the margin into the wrong 
place, or is an error of homoioarcton from ICTHKEl! following. 

Hort cut the difficulty by omitting Incovs from his text 
(with D 435 minn® [et Sod® *] b e x Orig) but indicates it in 
his margin as an alternative reading to place it where B does. 
But r (closely related to a) by omitting shows that in @ 
‘“‘ Jesus’ came in, as in B, from the margin. Why should we 
follow B a then and insert it in the wrong place? a shows up 
the whole thing by writing “‘ Jesus autem stabat et Judas...” 


Compound for Simple Verb. 
John 
iv. 15. For pnde epxouar (or epywpar) evOade avtrAew of all others and 


Orig 1/5, 8*B and Orig 4/5 (and these alone) write unde dcepy. 
...(dtepyouwar B, duepyxwpar S Orig) evOade avtrev. 
As to this, Tischendorf at last makes a remark which we eagerly 
avail ourselves of. He says: ‘“(:: epx- si scriptum fuisset, quis tandem 
dtepy- maluisset ?).” 
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After going through St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, and the first 
three and a half chapters of St. John, that is the best way he can put it. 
“Tf epxouat or epywpar be original who would have thought of changing 
to duepy-”’! But, on the contrary, in the previous hundreds of pages in 
this volume we have seen NB and Orig constantly improving or trying 
to improve. The answer to Tischendorf and Westcott and Hort (for of 
course dvepy- is found in the latter’s text, “‘ dvepywuac”’ with N, rather 
than B’s dvepyouar, and no marginal comment) is that B often substitutes 
a simple for a compound verb, so that in these other cases an ‘‘ Antioch ” 
revision presupposes a change from simple to compound which ‘‘ Antioch ”’ 
would favor. Why then not here retain the compound if original? 
Further, the context shows that €Px following Ae in MHAE (MHAEEPXOMAI) 
could easily give rise to duepyouat. 

The middle-Egyptian fragment (published by Crum-Kenyon in J.T.S. 
vol. I does not have dvepy. (p. 428). 

Dr. Souter in his latest pronunciamento on B (‘Text and Canon,’ 
1913, p. 22) after referring to conflations in B at Luke xii. 47, xix. 37, 
says: ‘‘ But such features are like spots in the sun.’’t So carried away 
with B—(without real fundamental acquaintance with its pervading lack 
of neutrality, and indebtedness throughout to the ‘‘ Version tradition ”’)— 
was Hort, but Souter is absolutely inexcusable to write in this vein. For 
justification of our remark the reader need only read the previous and 
the subsequent pages in this volume. But on p. 103 Souter fairly eclipses 
anything so far said as to the wonderful labours of Westcott and Hort. 

Now Dr. Souter is a capable and very well read man. Whence this 
fascination for an edition without fixed principles, or rather with an 
invented standard, and whose sponsors withheld (if they knew them) ¢ 
the rules which should govern in identifying readings? It is a strange 
situation. For fear that any student might be independent enough to 
think for himself once in a while, Dr. Souter delivers himself of this 
(p. 117): “In deciding as to which of one or more readings is the correct 
one, the final judgment lies with the trained common sense of the 
scholar. If it be replied that scholars differ, then the answer must be 
that for the untrained man the opinion held by most scholars, or by those 
whose judgment is most highly esteemed by the body of scholars themselves, 
is that which will be most safely followed.” 

This is immediately succeeded by the following : 

“There can be little question that of all texts now in existence that 


+ How about John iv. 46, Dr. Souter? Here B writes n\Gev ovy wadwy ev kava for 
mA. ovy mad. es thy kava, .Is this a sunspot or a sunstroke? [B is followed by NX?” 
(= Sod44 tremendously Latin) Sod! 144], 

t Hort’s ‘ Introduction’ has no serine foundation for his text in the matter of 
examples. It is throughout ‘ assumption” backed by wordy and pleonastic iteration, 
not by examples. 
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which commands the highest degree of assent among those best qualified 
to judge is that of Westcott and Hort.” 

Now the first part sownds logical enough, but it certainly is illogical 
to follow it up with the subsequent renewal of idolatrous admira- 
tion for Westcott and Hort, because Dr. Souter himself consented to 
allow his name to appear on the title-page of the Oxford edition, from 
which many of Hort’s readings are ejected, whether Souter approved or 
not. 

We return to John iv. 15 where the Oxford edition is satisfied to 
leave duepywpas of NB Tisch and W-H in the text. The Revision thus 
sbares Tischendort’s and Hort’s ideas that it would be folly to suppose 
that anyone finding epywpar should have revised to dsepywpat. 

Very well. That presupposes that every other Greek ms (including 
mind you, DLWY Sod” 1 13 22 26 33 127 157 213 604 892 Paris’ all 
extant here, besides hosts of other important witnesses including Soden’s 
sympathetic codices from Sinai and Jerusalem) have been revised FROM A 
COMMON ORIGINAL, which we happen to know is not the case, because 
most of these Mss have a partial base conforming to N and B. [Soden 
cannot produce a single new witness agreeing with N or B. | 

It presupposes that every latin base has been revised (for none read 
the equivalent of dvepywuar) although in countless places in the neighbour- 
hood some and often many Latins are found with N or B. 

It presupposes that D has also been tampered with, and W. 

Why this elaborate and terrific difficulty, instead of recognizing that 
our good old friend, the precursor of NB and contemporary of Ongen, 
calmly made use of his little ‘‘improvements’”’ or suffered one of his 
“lapses” from homoioteleuton. 

The sah and slav versions have ‘‘ and I should not come owt,” while 
aeth expresses “‘et non veniam huc zterwm.”’ vg® adds amplius. Other- 
wise nothing lends its countenance to dvepy. which is opposed by Origen*:?*° 
himself, and by Cyr two hundred years later, which is a poor commen- 
tary on the ‘‘ watchfulness of Alexandrian scholars” (Hort) if Svepx- 
had been correct. 

As a matter of fact, but for dsepyecOac in this same chapter (Jo. iv. 4), 
dtepxopar is foreign to St. John’s diction, while being exceedingly common 
to that of St. Luke.t A glance at the concordance will show the situation. 

I think therefore that itis not a question of Tischendort’s ‘‘ quis 
tandem évepy- maluisset,’’ but that depy. is an error from the MHA€ 
preceding. 

Dr. Hort (vol. ii. p. 226) explains his decision thus : 

‘ Avépyowat is here used in its idiomatic sense ‘come all the way,’ 
which expresses the woman’s sense of her often repeated toil.” 

Exactly. Thus NB “ improved” the record. 


+ Twenty times in Acts, ten times in St. Luke’s Gospel. 
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Hort continues: ‘‘ Being commonly used in other senses, the word 
was easily misunderstood and assumed to be inappropriate; and the 
change would be helped by the facility with which one of two similar 
consecutive syllables drops out.” 

Weare face to face here with Dr. Hort’s whole mental attitude in these 
matters and with our own. His studies led him to presuppose innocent 
copying on the part of B (p. 237), and a very pure archetype from which B 
was copying. Our investigations reveal a surprising degree of the contrary 
elements pervading B, of which we are giving examples at full length. 
Having established that the B text is full of ‘‘improvements,’’ we can 
only rank dvepyouar as another in the same class. Dr. Hort sees here 
the foundation text, abandoned by all copies, scribes, and versions, 
because the true sense (which he alone appreciates) was ‘‘ easily mis- 
understood.” But the copyists and translators of antiquity did not act 
thus, and there is no trace of this left elsewhere, except in the aethiopic 
version (as recorded above) which once more reduces Hort’s mental 
attitude, and that of N and B and their progenitors, to Egyptian soil. 
Hort says dvepy. means “‘ ‘ come all the way,’ which expresses the woman’s 
sense of her often repeated toil.” Exactly thus INTERPRETS aeth alone, 
retaining epyopar but adding tterwm! And so INTERPRETS E'phr (against 
syr and diatess) ! 

John 
iv. 16. Immediately following this, we find cov tov avépa by B 
and seven cursives which is the coptic method (for tov 
avépa cov) and where Orig 3/6 3/6 is on both sides. 

What happened to NS here? And W? What science is there in 
establishing dvepy. as ‘neutral’? and basic in iv. 15 if in the very 
next verse we cannot tell what is and what is not neutral? Of course 
Hort knew, for he had support for B from a mixed lot of cursives: 69 
[contra fam] 71 74 248 254 Hust 32 and 60 [contra Evan 157 its sister |, 
(Soden only adds 1” §11) so he placed the B reading in his text. But he is 
only following a “ version tradition,” one ‘‘ version tradition,” and that of 
Egypt, insodoing. Naturally, when you establish an arbitrary ‘neutral ”’ 
text and make it a standard you can be free to act as you wish. This utterly 
unscientific stand (Svepywpar in verse 15) is now found to be adopted by 
the #.V. as exhibited in the Oxford edition of 1910 after thirty years’ and 
more experience since Hort’s text was published. I can only say that 
the ‘‘ majority of scholars.” cited by Souter may be right, but I prefer to 
remain with the late Dr. Salmon, Canon Cook, Adalbert Merx and others 
in the minority. ‘‘ Facts are stubborn things,” as Adalbert Merx quotes 
on the first page of his first volume. I will not accept all B’s strange 
readings and aberrations because I am told to do so. Souter’s apostle 
Burkitt (see the unstinted praise on p. 129 of Souter’s ‘Text and 
Canon’) himself is: on my side with Turner and others against this 
idolatry and even von Soden abandons NB and Orig 3/4 here. 
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VERB FoRM CHANGES. 


Change of Voice. 


John 


v. 25. axovcovow B 22 188 357 ? (257% Tisch) Sod Chr? Cyr™ 
Hipp (Soden) et W-H txt. 

aKoVgWOLV NLT I[non fam] 33 69|non fam] 157 185 213 
314 Qe et WY Paris’ Sod’??? Sor Soa ae 


(audiunt ef.vg™) 
but axovaovtat DATAATL unc® minn pl et Hipp’ (Lagarde) 
ibid. &noovew NBDL et T'W l[non fam] 22 33 357 2Pe 2° 


+ Laura 41 [Soden non Lake| Paris*’ [non 346 teste Ferrar] 
Sod? W-H Sod tat. 
but covtat ATAATL unc® al”! Hipp™® Chr’ Cyr. 

As to the more recently recovered witnesses, W and Paris” join NB 
in both places, but VY has axovowow and leaves &joovtar alone, thus 
agreeing with Chr and Cyr, and 892 makes no change from the textus 
receptus; the new witness T', of course wholly ‘Egyptian,’ agrees as 
would be expected with W. 

The suspicious thing here is the position observed in Cyr and Chr, 
which is reversed in D, while the 1 and 13 families are divided, Would 
it not be better to follow Hippolytus rather than strain at the more or 
less imaginary ‘‘neutral”’ text here? Hipp is absent in the following 
but Chr and Cyr are on both sides. 


John 
vy. 28. axovoovow BT'[negl. Sod] 157 Sod** Chr 1/2 Cyr 
W-H txt. 
akovowow NLNA (Sod) 33 213 397. Paris®™ e¢ W 
Laura4 1 Sod)** * Sod tat [non 2P°] 
but axovoovrat DAT AIL wne rell minn Chr 1/2 Cyr°™ Bas 
Here W again agrees, and T' with B, but not WV, and 892 is again 
noticeable by absence from agreement with N or B. Observe that 1 
and 69 do not repeat their change here and Sod has axovaovcovtat 
sic. Paris (with Orig) adds naz ot axovoavtes Syoovow repeating and 
confirming €ncovow of verse 25, and thus is more consistent than V which 
abstains from change here. 
John 


x. 14. See under “ Coptic and Latin.” 


t Soden does not give LauraA1% at verse 28 below (his ™*), Has he copied 
wrongly from Lake ? 
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John 
(xiv. 19. Syoete pro Sncecbe See under ‘‘ Form.”’ ) 


xiv. 23. tromooueba (pro womcouev) See under ‘ Improvement” and 
note very specially. 


Change of Mood. 


Xill. 2. mapado: (pro tapada) NBD [non T'W rell] 
(Cf. xii. 29 ware doe D) 

As to whether o really represents a change of mood or not in NBD 
here and elsewhere, it is worth noting that the new Ms W has eyvor for eyvw 
in xvi. 19, so that ov for » may merely be itacismic in NBD. 

But see Matt. xviii. 30 amodn NS (vult!'” arodoin) pro aod [not 
cited by Tisch or Sod], noticed by us in Posteript to Part II. 

I have neglected all changes of mood following wa. They seem of 


no value in the premises. 
John 


xiv. 15. tnpnoete (pro tnpnoate) BUY [Sod non Lake| 5473 Laura4 \* 
Sod? 81 1091 1110 1349 Ke W_ FT [non Sod tat] only and sah boh arm 
future against imperative of the rest and the other versions 
(NS 33 Paris’ Sod’ and a few tnpnonte). 


Change of Tense. 


iv. 21. muoteve (pro muctevcov) NBC*DLW 1 22* 138 fam 13 [non 
124] 2P¢ Laura’ Sod! {male vid Sod* = i] sah Orig 
Ath Cyr W-H** Sod™ [non**] 

vi. 12. We may include under this head ta repiocevovta by B only 
and 40 63 64 71 al? Sod'**™"° [not indulged in by the real 
sympathising cursives] for ta mepiocevoarvta of all the rest 
and Cyr (mepiocevpata 5 aliq.). Neither W-H nor Soden 
follow B here. 

(A change of number occurs in the very next verse.) 
vil. 19. edwxey BDHII? 240 244 359 hi soli inter omn et W-H"™* 
(pro dedwxev & rell) 
In these connections we must consider St. John’s manner. 
He employs the perfect almost habitually. 
39. o1 TiatevoavTes (pro ot mLatevovtes) BLT (miotevoovtes) W 
Evst 18 syr sin (cf. sah) Chrys°** and W-H tat [nil in mg], 
but apparently no others. Soden gives no new witnesses. 


Vili. 23. eXeyev (pro ever) NBDLNTXW fam 13 [non 124] 
Laura4 1 [negl Sod] Sod*! 34" © it?! yg Orig Cyr W-H Sod 
txt. 


This looks like a strong combination, but it is opposed by 
all the sympathising cursives and 1 33 892 Paris*’ and W. 
Why? Because eev is right. The small band above 
changed merely in order to conform to eXeyov above in verse 
22. Again a question of “pairs.” . Ver 22 edXeyov ovv ot 
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John 
Iovéarca..., then why not, said they, xar edXeyev avtois in 


ver 23. There would be no reason to change to ec7rev if eheyev 
were basic. 
vi. 39. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 

The number of cases of change of tense in the Gospels can 
be doubled if we consider the readings of N as well as those of 
B or NB together. 

x. 18. npev (pro aipet) NB soli cum W-H. See p. 354. 

21. avokac NBULXX?W Sod” fam 1 fam 13 22** 33 157 213 
249* 2P¢ Paris® Sodie tt Bm CN Orig. Chr W-H Sod tae, 
against avovyew by the great mass including D. This avovEas 
must be an ‘‘improvement”’ to fit the remark to chapter ix, 
where the record is so complete of a cure of the blind. I 
cannot conceive of a ‘‘revision”’ under all the circumstances 
changing avo.tas to avovyeuv. 

25. ovk emeatevoate (pro ov miotevete) B 452 63 71 157 248259 
Sod Chr" 2!" (+ por) (383? 251 ove emcatevete) f [non Paris’ 
rell]. 

Only the above-mentioned change, against all the rest and 
against the Versions. It is quite clear that it is an ‘‘ improve- 
ment” (following e7rov vuv) and not basic, and even Hort 
abandons B and does not record anything in his margin! The 
amusing thing is that King James’ translators (although the 
previous editions and Tynedale had the present) have ‘‘and ye 
believepD not,’ and Hort and the Revision actually set them 
straight here as against B and company, and of course the 
margin of the Revision is silent, whereas they could have 
mentioned B and ten other “ ancient authorities” for the past 
tense. 

The point to observe is that the transition from ‘‘ J ToLD 
you...to...and ye BELIEVE not” offended B, and Hort by not 
accepting B’s “‘ J TOLD yow...and ye BELIEVED not”’ reproves 
B for an unnecessary nicety. Is not our case abundantly 
proved by this? If B is wrong here, he must be wrong in 
many of the other places which we have discussed. Fancy 
accepting npev of NB in x. 18 (vide paullo post) and rejecting 
this harmless reading of B min® in x. 25! 

x1. 27. mictevw (pro metictevka) B* c** (=Sod'**) t** [negl. Sod] sah 
boh (and syraethetc.). AlsoA.V.*™ again. Not adopted by Hort. 

See under ‘“‘ Coptic.” 

29. exewn ws NKOUVoEV, EYELPETAL TAXU KaL EPKXETAL TPOS avToOV. 
“So Tischendorf (against his own group)t with the textus 


+ “ Tischendorf’s text is, in my own opinion, right in many places where the text of 
Hort is wrong.” C. H. Turner (J. T. 8. vol. xi. p. 183). 


Joon 


mae ds. 


49, 


xii. 19. 


37. 
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receptus and most, but against Hort’s and Soden’s: exewn de 
@s nkovoey nyepOn taxv Kal npXETO Tpos avTov with 
NBC(D)LXW 33 2138 249 397 Paris®’ Sod¥?14*™ Nid has 
surrexit and venit, D™ nyepOn kar epxertat, clearly a Latin 
influence on his Greek]. 

I suggest that this small but important group is perpetrating 
another “improvement,” objecting to the transition from the 
past tense nxovcev to the graphic historic presents eyerpetas 
and epyetar. So at least thought Tischendorf, no mean judge 
of such matters, and he condemns his beloved & by absolutely 
neglecting its testimony, down to the suppression of the 
connecting de at the head of the verse. t 
expavyacav (pro expavyatov NB*DLQW et expafov unc rell) 

B*'* inter gr cum sah et goth. 

An exception to the rule of ‘pairs’ is made here, and instead 
of eXadnoa...edwxev, we are treated to ehadynoa...dedwxev hy 
NBAMX and WY al. pauc. Did Cyr W-H Sod txt, while 
the rest favour edwxev. Now dedwxev may have been intro- 
duced by 8B etc. to conform to St. John’s more usual use of 
the perfect, or the other side may have revised to edwxev (but 
observe that DA, the graeco-latins, have the aorist) for the 
sake of the “pair.” We will not insist. For at xi. 3 
NBKLT'W 138 Paris’ Sod* have edwxev. 

muatevnte (pro muatevonte) © BC Orig 1/2 et W-H txt [nil in 

mg | 

akonXovbew (pro axorovdnaar) B and C only. This is a 
most glaring change, yet Hort follows in his text without 
marginal alternative. And this amounts to following B alone, 
because he prints axoXovfew apt, whereas C (the only other 
authority for the present infinitive) has vuy axodovbev. More- 
over the fact of wilful change is shown by C, who alone with 
Evan 96 and Cyr also changes vuy axodrovOnoae in verse 36 to 
vuy axorovdew. The Oxford edition of 1910 representing the 
Revisers acknowledges that BC and Hort are wrong, for it 
restores axoXovOnoat without marginal comment. Upon what 
principle then do Souter and the critics so earnestly commend 
Hort’s “foundations”? Once more they are shown to be 
imbedded in sand, and to represent the perishing piles of B. 
For the present infinitive is clearly introduced because of the 
propinquity of vvy and apts both in verses 36 and 387. (Some 
few mss, viz. 157 with 47 435 and the Latinisers 56 58 61, 
remove aptu altogether in this verse 37. NXW vary the order 


t See my remarks as to this in Part II. under “ Versions.” 
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XIV. 


XVi. 


10. 


13. 


22. 


. bis in versu See under “‘ Form ”’ 
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of the following clause to umep cov tnv Wuxnv pov Onow, and 
some would couple apt: with this sentence.) 

ob TLaTevoels (pro ov TiaTevets)  B**'. This is a very pretty 
place, and will appeal to Coptic scholars, if not to my less 
well-informed critics. I know of no other authority for this 
except the bohairic version (all codices) which very definitely 
has the second person singular of the future tense: enaet 
am against the transliterated nvmicrecve An of sah. 
Could anything be more definite as to the situation as 
between B and the bohairic? 

aitnte (pro aitnonte) B(atyntar) Q only, is presumably the 
present conjunctive, unless merely a matter of ‘‘ form,” but 
both coptics have definitely the future. [In verse 14 B reads 
aitnonte With the rest]. See below at xv. 16. 


. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 


In verse 7 weevnte and pewvn 
are retained by those who 
re i 2 change in verses 4 and 6. 


. auTnte (pro atnonte) BLY [non Paris” non al. vid]. B is 


the only one to have this both here and at xiv. 13 (see above). 
It may be a version influence, but it occurs here in B at the 
end of a line. It can also be referred here to a continuation 
of the tense in the verse of wa vues vraynte...pepnte.. 

pevn...aitnte. This would bear out the general preference 
for ‘‘pairs’’ as explained elsewhere. On the other hand, 
in the actual sentence a:tnte would not square with é 
following (of B etc.). We would have the pres. subj. followed 
by the aorist subj. in this last clause wa ott av autnTe Tov 
Tpa ev Tw ovouate ov Sw va, Whereas we might expect dde. 
NS, some cursives and Cyr force the future Sates 7 onus to's 
square with a:tnonte. Any way we look at it there has been 
forced tinkering with the passage, for others read dwn. As 
none read écé6a we may look with suspicion on actnre of BLY, 
which Hort merely places in his margin. 

aper (pro atper) BD*I (epee N) sah boh arm aeth W-H™ 
Sod™. Cf. Hil et tollet ¢ d 6 gat aur Aug vg", auferet a ff 
r Cypr (apepee W), aufert e f q; tollit b vg. See under 
‘‘ Improvement.” 


. edwxes B, edwxas A [non fam] 118** a Paris®’ Sod*? 


W-H“™ (pro de8wxas rell) 


. edwxes B, edwxas ACDII*W minn pauce W-H™ (pro dedwxas 


longe plur et Cyr). 


. meatevyn (pro meatevon) N*BC*W Clem Eus W-H [non Sod}, 


t+ And fam 13 have rovro roino etc. 
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John 
but against the rest and Orig Ath Cyr. Probably to conform 


in a@ measure to mictevovtwy in verse 20, for mictevovTwY 
is the correct reading there. 
xix. 12. expavyacav BD™W min™ a W-H tat [nil mg]. See under 


“Change without Improvement.” (edeyov pro exp. NeyovTes 
NS; of. NW in xix. 15.) 
15. mictevnte (pro mictevonte) . N* BY (verse number wrong in 


Lake) Orig W-H [nil mg] (Latins credatis) against all the 
rest (Soden adds no new witnesses although printing in his 
text muotev[o|nre) including W Paris” and Cyr [e and vg* omit 
the verse, but not the Diat™ nor any other authorities (syr 
sin still missing until xix. 41, but pers has it) ]. 

xx. 31. mictevnte (pro micTEvoNTe) N*B Sod? W-H tat [nil mg] 

(Latins credatis) against all the rest including W the new 
fragment T° (Amélineau p. 47) and the Hust. in same publica- 

_ tion (p. 63) and Cyr again [Origen is absent]. Will Soden 
please explain why at xix. 35 he prints mctev[ a |nre and gives 
Ht" & Op in his upper margin, while here at xx. 31 he 
prints muctevonte (against Hort) and places mucteunre H™ [°° 
in his second column of notes, although he adds [°° ? 

Xx1. 6. soyvov (pro toxucar) NBCDLNAIIYV [non W] 1 
[non fam] 4 15 27? 29? 33 124 [non fam] 262 270 aopw** 
Laura“ Sod*! 19 1110 Cyr W-H Sod tat et valebant c.g 6 gat 
foss aur dim vgg™ “", poterant a b df r [hiat ff, non e q]. 

725. ywpnoew (pro xXwpnoar) BC" ct Need Orig 
1/4 (1/4 yopewv, bis ywpnoar). The fluctuation of Origen 
probably indicates revision and preference by B, for BC*N?* are 
not even joined by W or V nor by a single minuscule except 
Sod"! = Sinai’? (only ce ywparcev sic). But Hort’s and 
Souter’s editions both adopt ywpncev. Soden does not. 


(Historic Present.) 


As against the frequent change by NB in the other Gospels in favour 
of present or imperfect{t over the past tense, there is but little to note in 
St. John’s Gospel. In fact at: 


+ Om. verse S*. . 

t~ Obs. 892 but not N or B at ix. 40 ynxovoy for nxoveay and obs. N alone at xi. 43 
expavyagey (of the Lord’s command to Lazarus) for expavyacev. Only two vulgates °T 
have clamabit sic, simply an error for clamauit. 

Note also at xi. 3 epirecs for pirers by L Hust 29 Sod*” arm. Observe N at xvii. 12 
epudacoov for epvdaga. There is a gross error here in Soden’s notes. He addsdrtoN 
for epuvdaggov. They do not read thus. Both cwstodivi. He has confused their reading 
of custodiebam for servabam as an interpretation of ernpovy earlier in the verse. Perhaps 
the eye of 8 was similarly misled! 


QA 
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NB and they alone curiously enough sabstitute npev for azpex 
in the clause ovders arper avtnv at emov (of tv uynv verse 17) 
ar eyo TLOnuL avTnV at ewavTov, Where NB must be wrong. 
They are opposed by N° and the rest Origen™#* et Orig'™ 
Eustunauies Pjqrluies e¢ q]., and it is scarcely credible, but 
Westcott-Hort, acting on their rule that NB in combination 
cannot be wrong, actually insert ypev into their text, which 
has overflowed (‘‘ some ancient authorities read’’) into the 
margin of the English Revision of 1881. The Greek B.V. 
naturally restores ape to the text, but could not resist putting 
npev in the margin. The versions and every other Greek 
document are clear for the present tense acpev. 

Instead of tollit of most Latins I find gat has tullit. Is it 
possible that this npev crept into NB from a graeco-latin with 
tullit or tulet ?f 

Soden cannot find a single new witness for this absurd 
reading. Observe that it is in this same verse that B (alone 
with Sod°**’) has tavrnv evtornv, “hoc mandatum’’ or “ hoc 
praeceptum’”’ for ravtnyv tnv evtorny of all the rest. 
euevev (pro euecvev) is found in B [apparently alone of Greeks 
with 21 (Sod**’)] with a bce ffl of Latins [non d fr 8]. Syr 
sin apparently alone with pers and Chre4 5 omits Kau euervev 
exel, or rather may agree with pers alone, and suppressing 
euervev transfer cae exer to the head of the following verse. 
(Syr pesh has nv or fuit for euevev.) W-H** prints epevev 
alone with B, and now 21. J ‘ 
Here occurs a real Historic present: atoxpivetat (pro ame- 
xpwato of nearly all and amexpi0y of the few) by NBLXW 33 
Sod” and Paris*’ W-H [non Sod] and by them alone. All 
clearly representing one influence and one stem. And absolutely 
deliberate and eclectic as will be shown immediately, because 
two verses below at: 


. we find aroAdver substituted for arorecer, but only by SBLW 


33 Sod ff. Here X and Paris’ abandon the group. They 
have been ‘‘ revised’ if you will, it matters not whether they 
have been revised or hold the true base exhibited by all others. 
The reason NBLW 33 adopt azroAdver is apparently because it 
follows so close to deper at the end of the previous verse: eav 
de atofavn modvy Kaptov depet -o hiwv THY WuynY avTov 

atoNAver avtnv. Thus it not only bears on the previous Peper 
but has reference to the harmonising of ¢sAwv with arodrAver, 


+ For npev at John v. 9 e g have tultt, and not sustulit; at John xi. 41 for npay all 
Latins (except p 7) have tulerwnt, and not sustwlerwnt. 
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and thus constitutes another affair of ‘‘pairs.” There can be 
no question about it. They do not however change ¢vrage: 
in the next clause, which only shows how imperfect, or rather 
personal, was this Alexandrian revision. I speak with some 
confidence—as I draw towards the close of this essay—for if 
‘““Antioch”’ had been the censor here, besides changing 
amoddvet to avodeoer, Why did they leave dépes alone and not 
change that to a future oice? 

As a matter of fact Origen and Nonnus exbibit to us the 
attitude of the ancient minds at this place for they do write 
gvracce for gduvdAatée, and ff with its Egyptian affinity writes 
perdit...odit...custodit (b ¢ f l custodit). 

Will Soden explain why he rejects atoxpivera: of NBLXW 
33 Paris’ in verse 23 and adopts amoAd\ve of NBLW 33 
Sod**" ff in verse 25 ? 

Again here, as at xu. 23, we find avoxpiveras substituted 
for atexpiOn by a somewhat larger group involving NABCLX W 
Sod” fam 1 fam 18 22 33 188 157 213 254 2°° Paris*? Sod'% 31 
W-H Sod txt. Tisch says of the minn “al’,” but observe 
that only fam 1 fam 18 22 138 157 213 and 254 of the same 


family tendencies swell the chorus of 33 Paris*’ sung in the 


Vainio. 


former place. Syr is AXeyec, but all Jatt respondet as at xu. 23. 
amoxpiwerar seems clearly an ‘‘improvement”’ by the few. 
Observe their record in the other Gospels as to Historic 
presents. So far in St. John they had successfully resisted 
the temptation to change. If really basic how is it that fam 1 
fam 18 22 138 157 213 and 254 did not follow in xii. 23 as well 
as In xii, 88? 


Change of Number. 


eteptocevoav (controlled by 2) BD©®W 67 Sod’ Evst 60 
(BP) copt lat W-H |non Sod] against the singular evepsocevoev 
by the rest and Amélineaw’s new Egyptian Hust, see his page 
64, and (amep emepicoevoev Cyr). The plural is more or less 
Egyptian (Coptic) and the Latins use it. When W joins in 
these places with D it is a pretty clear intimation of “ version ”’ 
tradition and influence. In the next verse we get an intima- 
tion of which version, for, while the Latins hold the singular 
onuetov with % and majority Greeks and versions, BO®X?® only, 
with a arm syr hier and BOH only, have the plural onpeca.t 


+ There is great danger of } (Sodé 30 being quoted here instead of ©8), for Soden’s 
symbols read in verse 13 Hé1 01430 and in verse 14 H*130, By 30 « 380 is meant (0%) 
whereas 6 80 is 3. 
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. edov BA minn perpaucad fl q (following turbae) sah boh 


aeth syr W-H Sod txt (dov LNW) [ pro tov TA*A unc’, et 
evdev NDX” bc ff g 6 vg (following turba) cKxoriatev Nonn]. - 
This is again rather Egyptian. (cdovtes 67 218, evdws Sod” 
Laura“ 2%,) 


. €oTl Ta TpoBaTa SABLXW Sod’? min" Const Hus Cyr 


W-H Sod txt (for evow ta tpoBara) but this is exceptional. 


. yevnoovtat (pro yevnoerat) BDLXWY I[non fam] 33 213 


2re Sod’ d f vg) goth sah boh arm Clem 
(Variant Chr codd inter ecetas et ecovtar. Cf. verss). 


27. axovovow (pro axove) following ta mpoBara NBLXW 


Sod”? fam 13 83 157 218 249 397 Sod? *mN q et latt Home 2? 
Orig 4/6 Bas 1/4 Cyr W-H Sod tat (axovowow Paris®’) but 
against all the rest and D* and Clem Orig 2/6 Hus Bas 3/4 
That. 

As showing that this must have been changed originally 
from axove. we note that N alone follows with amoAnta for 
ATONWYTAL. 

0 (pro &) See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 


83 157 213 314 Sod” Paris®’ W-H Sod txt latt copt et d 6 
[contra D™ A®]. Cyril has eorw against the Egyptian group. 
twos bis (pro tier bis)  B (sol inter gr) ae f syr Cypr Eus 
Orig™ Aug Pacian Auct™™ W-H™, 


Change of Case. 


. This is quite an important place. ecopar opotos vary yevorns 


by BADW fam 1 52138 157 254 2° only of Greeks, and latt: ero 
similis vobis mendax (against Tertullian’s genitive ero similis 
VESTRI mendazx), instead of ecouat opotos vjrwv xrevotns. Soden 
only adds 138 (B & G add°*’) to the Greek witnesses hitherto 
known and does not follow in his text, abandoning Hort’s vu. 
The dative after owovos is as legitimate in Greek as the 
genitive, and throughout the N.T. is generally used. 'There- 
fore in opposing N and the mass here (including VW 892 and 
Paris’) B must be seeking for something. What was he 
doing? Whois right? Which is the harder reading? Was 
B influenced by the Latin, or did the Latins have vu 
and not vuwy before them? Well vuwy being the harder 
reading is I think distinctly to be preferred, and vuw to be 
relegated to the large scrap-heap of attempted ‘“‘ improve- 
ments.” St.John himself near by (ix. 9) says opovos avtw and 
in 1 John iii. 2 we find overor avtw. Butif St. John uses the geni- 
tive vuwy in the fourth Gospel at viii. 55 why not let it stand ? 


B IN ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL: SO 


John 
Our Lord was saying to the Jewish crowd : “And ye have not 


known Him, but I know Him, and if I should say that I do 
not know Him, I should be like a liar among you,” or, like a 
liar of your sort, rather than “like to you a liar.’ In other 
words the genitive seems to convey that sarcasm+ which not 


7 Dr. Burkitt (‘The Gospel History’) has this to say about the fourth Gospel : 
“ There is an argumentativeness, a tendency to mystification, about the utterances of the 
Johannine Christ which, taken as the report of actual words spoken, ts positively 
repellent” (p. 227). And again: ‘For we have not done with the Fourth Gospel when 
we have made up our minds that neither the narrative nor the discourses are to be 
regarded as history, as matters of the past fact”’ (p. 229). And again: ‘‘ Especially am 
I sure that we shall never do justice to this Gospel, so long as we treat it as a narrative 
of events that were seen and heard of men. Itis not a competitor of the Synoptic 
Gospels. But, you will say, what becomes of the truth of the Gospel?” (p. 235/6). 
And once more: “ Then again, as I have already observed, the actual words which the 
Eyangelist ascribes to our Lord when the Jews ‘ persecute’ Him for healing on the 
Sabbath were calculated rather to exasperate than either to appease or instruct them” 
(p. 238). And lastly: “‘ Now, if we look at the form and manner of these words, 7 is, I 
am convinced, impossible for one moment to imagine that they can represent an accurate 
account of any man’s defence of himself after outraging the religious susceptibilities of 
powerful adversaries. It is not in the least the kind of thing which a phonograph would 
have reported ” (p. 238/9). 

But surely the other Gospellists have something of the same kind to say of Christ’s 
manner on certain occasions! And as to deep sarcasm how about Luke xvi. 9 ‘And I 
say unto you Make to yourselves friends (out) of the mammon of unrighteousness, that 
when ye fail they may receive you into everlasting habitations”? No satisfactory 
interpretation of these words has ever been made, save that they convey a biting satire. 

In the above quotations from Dr. Burkitt’s book (chapter on the Fourth Gospel) I 
do not wish to do him any injustice by quotations perforce divorced from their context. 
He has said, rather unnecessarily, of me that I do not know the difference between a 
dilettante and a scholar. However that may be, I think I can detect the difference 
between an unbeliever and a believer! For in all Dr. Burkitt’s writings he distinctly 
disavows his belief in our Lord’s saying, recorded in the Fourth Gospel (xvi. 26): ‘ But 
the Comforter, the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach 
you all things and bring to your remembrance (/it. remind you of) all the things which 
(xdayra &) I said unto you.” In the face of this Burkitt writes again and again such 
things as this: “It was necessary that the disciples should reverence and love their 
Master; far more necessary that they should remember His phrases. Buwt the conditions 
were not specially favourable for accurate renuniscence”’ (op. cit. p. 145). ‘TI imagine 
_ it to be one of the most delicate of the problems which confront the investigator of the 
Gospel History to determine how far the sayings of Jesus reported only in the Gospel 
according to Matthew are, in the narrower sense, historical; how far, that is, they are 
a literal translation into Greek of words which Jesus once spoke... It is not only a 
question whether this or that sentence or illustration comes really from a later time”’ 
(p. 191/2). ‘If the picture presented in S. Mark’s Gospel be in all essentials true, it 
will give an essentially reasonable account of the ministry. I do not mean it will contain 
no stories of what are called ‘miracles’ or that we should at once be able without mis- 
giving to accept every incident as having actually occurred in the way related” (p. 66). 
“‘T have said that our Evangelists altered freely the earlier sources which they used. 
They changed, added, omitted. This sounds, no doubt, very terrible and dangerous. 
Let us put the statement then in another form, a form quite as legitimate, but less 
shocking. Let us say that the Evangelists were historians and not ehroniclers. This 
does not assert that they were trustworthy or even truthful” (p. 21). 
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unoften underlies our Lord’s addresses to those who were 
baiting him and lying in wait to “catch him in a word.” 
The original Aramaic of John viii. 55 we can only surmise, 
but the Syriac is plain, not “ like you a liar,” but “a liar like 
you” “mendax sicut vos.” Malan says: ‘1 am for myself 
a liar like you,” and adds in a note: ‘‘ the construction is 


But for cold, calculated apostasy, note the following: 

“That the Gospel according to Mark contained the story of the Resurrection of 
Jesus Christ is surely no reason for questioning its right to rank as an historical docu- 
ment... There is no doubt that the Church of the Apostles believed in the resurrection 
of their Lord. They may have been mistaken, but ‘there is satisfactory evidence that 
many professing to be original witnesses ’"—I will not say, with Paley, ‘ of the Christian 
miracles’: that claims too much, but certainly that Jesus had been raised from the 
dead—‘ passed their lives in labours...’”’ ‘* Let us add, what Paley omitted, the abiding 
personal influence of Jesus in the memories of the first disciples, and let us concede that 
like all other men they may have been mistaken: with these amendments, Paley’s 
famous allegation still stands. Yet no considerations of this kind explain the vitality of 
the Christian religion: we do not know why vt lived and lives, any more than we know 
why we ourselves are alive” (p. 74/75). 

Into this last sentence, in my opinion, is compressed a whole world of base denial 
of the great foundation of the Christian religion, and of its founder, whom the writer 
calls “‘ our Lord.” The Christian religion lives because, apart from cold historicity, the 
Spirit of God still moves upon the waters of men’s hearts and convinces (the original 
reads the future édéy&e.) them ‘of sin, of righteousness, and of judgment,” as the 
Founder promised when He said it was necessary for Him to go away from them, but 
that He would send the Paraclete to replace Him (John xvi. 7/14). 

Dr. Burkitt, with many others, does not believe in the xi‘ chapter of St. John 
although it is attested by all documents, and in no uncertain manner, for textual 
differences there (quite unlike those of the pericope de adult.), are exceedingly small in 
number and very moderate in scope. ‘For all its dramatic setting it is, I am 
persuaded, impossible to regard the story of the raising of Lazarus as a narrative 
of historical events” (p. 223), This, because “there is no room” for it (p. 222) 
in St. Mark’s narrative. But upon the same grounds of criticism, both ‘ lower” 
and ‘‘ higher,’ we must excise the long and most detailed ixt® chapter concerning 
the definite healing of the man born blind about whom there was such a stir. 
And these excisions must logically be followed by the suppression of the xit® chapter to 
the Hebrews concerning Faith, The result will be “shipwreck,” as St. Paul graphically 
foretold in the first chapter (ver 19) of the 1st Epistle to Timothy, following it up in the 
2nd Epistle (ch. iii. 1/5) by his warning as to the character of the “ heady ” leaders of 
the last times (mpozereis, ‘‘ headlong, rash”’), ‘‘ wrapped in smoke and mist of conceit and 
folly” (rerupopeva), “having a form of godliness, but haying denied (so R.V.; Gr. 
npynuevor) the power thereof.” 

I said to such an one recently in Germany: ‘‘ But, my dear sir, the trouble with 
these people is that if the good God himself came down and told them that the xit» 
chapter of St. John were absolutely true, they would not believe Him.’ His answer 
was “ Neither would I”! 

Does not this justify St. Paul’s prophetic ‘ mporerecis, rerupwpevoar..., exovres 
pdppoow evoeBeias, tHv dé Sivaunw aditns jpynpevor”” | 

As regards the lower criticism I would like to add that in the xi chapter of St. 
John there are few textual alterations, far fewer than in the succeeding chapters, and if 
on lower grounds the xi" chapter should have to be ejected, then the whole Gospel 
would have to go. 
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remarkable.’ The German version is very explicit: ‘‘So 
wiirde ich ein Liigner gleichwie Thr seid.” Tertullian seems 
here to be a star-witness against the Latinism of B. 

B and the few are therefore accused here with Hort 
of following Latin, or of making a false grammatical 
improvement to the basic text. The Oxford edition of 1910 
(without footnote) changes Hort’s vuv back to vuwr, avoiding 
B’s “sunstroke.”’ I call it a “‘ sunstroke,”’ for observe that 
besides the opposition of % and the rest, the new Egyptian 
ms T' (so friendly otherwise) also has vuwy against B. 

TmaTnp ayle Sic (pro matep aye) BN soli vid 

ov TaTnp (pro au Tartep) BDNW against the rest and 
against Clem. (matep cv Sod’”, —atep diatess, illeg. syr sin.) 
matTnp (pro tatep) BAN only here 

TATHP SLKALE SiC BAN (écearaz) only here 
We now come to rather a peculiar case: 
e€nXOev ovy o pwabntns 0 adros 0 YYwWOTOS TOU APXLEPEWS 
BC*L 2138 (and no others except X Paris*’ os nv yvwotos Tov 
apxlepews) instead of ...05 nv yywortos Tw apxeeper of all others 
and NW. [N exceptionally e&n\Oev ovy o mad. exivos* os nv 
yvepiuos tw apxveper.| The genitive does not seem to 
be a version influence, and yet, if correct, implies a change 
by all other authorities! (Boh can be read either way.) 

Besides occurring here (and in verse 15 just before: mv 
yvwotos To apxveper, Where the dative is constant in all Mss) 
yvwortos does not occur elsewhere in St. John nor in the other 
Gospels, except at Lwke 11. 44 (kat tows yvwotors), xxill. 49 
(waves ot yvworor) both times in the plural, but it occurs ten 
times in Acts and everywhere with the dative, except at iv. 16 
where it is used purely as an adjective (yywotov onpeov yeyove 


against Clem. 


‘6’ avtov) and at ix. 42 where no case follows (yvwotov Se 


eyeveto KaO oAns THs lomrys), so that St. Luke does not use the 
genitive. We have to turn to the single other remaining 
occurrence of the word in the N.T. to find the genitive. 
I refer to St. Paul’s use of the word at Rom. i. 19: 
duoTt TO yYwoTov Tov Oeov davepov eotw ev avo. Cf. 
Moulton’s Winer, p. 295. 

In the case we are discussing in St. John BCL seem to 
stand absolutely alone with Westcott and Hort (no alternative 
in the margin) and Soden (adding 213 = his”®) although Cyril 
definitely opposes them with the mass. Why should Cyril 
tell us what to read, or rather what to omit at Luke xxii. 34, 
and be denied a hearing here? In the very next verse W-H 
accept Cyril’s testimony when backing the same Mss BCLX 
for the unusual order Neyer ovy Tw Hetpw 9 TardicKn 1 Pupwpos. 
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The science in such matters is evidently incomplete, for the 
Revisers disagree with Hort in both places! They agree with 
Cyril for the dative after yyworos and disallow the above order. 
nv yap meyadn 7 nwepa exetvy tov caBBatov (pro ..-:exewou 
tov caBBatov) B*H 33 69t [non fam sed diserte tov 
caBBarov exewn]| 188 157 247 317 Gre p* i* Zz al. alig Sod™ 
et Elz c f g gat vgg (instanter >illa dies vg?) pers arab Cyr. 

The versions and 7¢”! favour exevov, but pers and arab go 
with B* for exesvn and syr pesh (sin still missing) has a force- 
ful repetition ‘‘ Dies enim erat magnus dies Sabbathi ulius” 
as rendered by Schaaf and Gwilliam, but Malan prefers to 
render ‘For it was a great day that day of Sabbath” 
(aol comes last in the sentence). Hort only places exewn 
in his margin, but Cyril proves that B* was the correct 
Alexandrian reading. While pers (in the absence of syr sin) 
reads more simply than syr pesh, for pers = “for that day 
was great” (Malan™), ‘“‘et ille dies magnus esset’”’ (Walt™), 
and I think may represent syr sin. 


Change of Person. 


oTL ewpaka (pro ott ewpaxev) NBNXW Laura’! a g gat 
aur vg sah boh aeth syr sin (ewpaxapev S 33 | cf. Luc xxiv. 11], 
but all others and syrr rell Cyr ott ewpaxer). 

ewpaxa with o7z is strange and of course the more difticult 
reading. Hort spaces: wa@ntais 671 ‘Ewpaxa tov xvpiov. 
kai tadta, but does not intimate a various reading in his 
margin. There is no particular objection to the receiving 
of this rather strange lection. I would only remark that 
whereas in coptic x€ AINA is legitimate, the o7v in 
Greek and Latin is rather illegitimate [bc de ff§ have quod. 
vidit, f qr: quia vidisset, only a g vg: quia vidi] and in 
view of our other coptic sympathies [see under that heading | 
NBXW very likely imbibed the coptic and do not represent 
a ‘‘neutral’’ base at all! Even sy7 sin is not free from the 
reflex action of the coptic versions. Soden brings forward 
Laura*!* as the only new witness, but does not adopt 
ewpaxa in his text. I notice that Amélineau’s Hust (p. 62) 
has ewpaxape (with S 33). 


+ In Tischendorf’s apparatus B is not properly quoted. Gregory rectifies the matter 
in his Emendanda. B* reads exewn. B? or B? execvov. 

t rov caBBarov exevov it yas LNY¥ 738 t** Paris? Sodé 3, 

§ fis misrepresented by Tisch and Horner for vidi. 
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Change of Possessive Pronown. 


John 5 ° 
xii. 28. ov (pro cov) See under “‘ Hopelessness of considering B 


neutral.” 


Genitive Absolute. 


As in St. Luke’s Gospel so in St. John’s there is a marked absence 
of any dative absolute. In fact there is no trace of it if we except xx. 19 
where tn nuepa exewwn TH pa (Tov) caBBatwy (interposed between two 
genitive absolutes) might be considered as one, with ovon understood. 
The genitive absolute itself is quite rare, other expressions replacing 
it on countless occasions. Thus, whereas at xx. 19 we find ovans ovv 
ovrias, T] Nuepa exevn TH pea (Tov) caBBaTtov, Kat Tov Oupwv KEeKrELTpEVOV 
.., if we turn to vi. 16 we read ws de oa eyevero, and at vii. 10 ws de 
aveBnoav ot aderpot avtov. Or il. 23 ws de nv ev (Tots) Iepocodvpors ev To 
TacxXa, or iv. 23 adnxev ovy thy vopiav auTns n yuvn, Kat aTndOev..., Where 
we might expect to find genitive absolutes. The same applies to ix. 11, 
xl. 43, xu. 3 14, xii. 4, xvii. 1, xviii. 1 18 38, xix. 1 and other places. 
Real genitive absolutes are observed and appear to be limited to the 
following places : 
John 
iv. 9. ovens yuvarkos Lapapertidos (or >yuv. Lap. ovens) 
51. dn d¢ avtov KataBawvortos 
vi. 23. evxapiotncavtos tov Kupiov 
vil. 14. 757 de Tns eoptns wecovens 
vill. 80. tavta avtov NaXovvtost | 
xii. 87. Tooavta be avtov onpera TETOLNKOTOS EuTpoTbEV aUT@V 
xii. 2. cae devvov yevopevou | 
ibid. tov d:aBorov ndn BeBXnxKoTOs.. - 
but not in xiii. 4 as might be expected. 
Then none until: 
- Xvill. 22. tavra de avtov evmovtos 
xx. 1. cKotias ett ovaons 
19. ovens ovy oias 
ibid. kat Twv Oupwv KexrELo pevav 
again : 
xx. 26. Twv Oupwy KekEeropevav 
xxl. 4. mpwzias de ndn yevopevns 
11. Kat tocovtay ovtwrvt 


+ Instead of as at xi. 43, etc., kat ravra e:rov. 
t Add vi. 23. For @\d\a nd@ov mrovapia, N reads erehOovray ovy tev mrovwy and D 
(cf. b r syr cw) adrwy mroraperoy ehOoyrwy [but d aliae naviculae venerunt]. 
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Now the same remarks apply here as those which I made under this 
head in St. Luke. The supposed ‘‘ Antioch” revision has made no 
changes in St. John or in St. Luke from genitive to dative absolute. 
Then why should Lucian (or another) be accused of doing so in the 
Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Mark? Instead, does not the plain fact 
of the case stare us in the face that it was ‘“‘ Alexandria” which dis- 
approved of certain dative absolutes in Matthew and in Mark and replaced 
them in their revising process by genitive absolutes? The case, it seems 
to me, is proven. 


Genitive before the Noun. 


Referring to iv. 16 (see remarks under ‘‘ Compound verb for simple ”) 
we find a number of cases in this Gospel, as at: 


John : 


il. 15. Kat Tov KorruPicTov e€exee TO Keppa (Ta Kepwata BLTWX) 
xvl. 6. 9 AuTN TETANPwKEY UMwY THY KapdLaV 
XVll. 6, cov To ovopa 
Xvi. 37. you THs dwovns 
where all Mss are practically agreed. And as below where the 
MSS are not in exact agreement : 
xiv. 30. 0 Tov Kocpov (TovTov) apywv Most, but: 
0 apXwv Tov Kogmou (routov) 1 fam 13 138 2? Paris” e vg 
Hipp Orig Bas Ath Cyr. 
xv. 10. cafws eyw Tas evtoNas Tou TaTpos ov tetTnpnxa Most and 
Cyr, but: 
Kabws Kayo Tov TAaTpos (wov) Tas evToAas TeTNpHKa NBab ff 
g vg Chr Novat. 
xvilil. 10. tov tov apxvepews SovAov the usual Greek construction as 
exhibited by most (pontificis servum g q 6 vg), but: 
Tov SovAoV Tou apxLEepews NDsi 242 Sod#4°° q bcef 


r 
xix. 20. ot eyyus nv o ToTos THs ToNews Most, but: é 
OTL EyYUS NY TNS TOAEwWS O TOTOS txt recept and W 1 13 138 
Paris” al. it?' vg copt syr arm. 

24, wov Ta yuatia = N*"' cum copt (—pov 127) 

34. avtov thv Trevpavy Nearly all Greeks with copt, but Orig” 
with 69-346 [non 13-124] 317 348 397 Paris” and the Latins 
and Syriacs have tyv mAevpav avtov. [Hus doubtless read the 
former order, for he writes tov auvov tov Oeov AoyxXn THY 
meupap evvEe. | 

35. avtov eotw n waptupia ~=NBW plur Orig” 
eotlv avtov n waptupia )©60 EG K NSUA min**+, but: 
eoTW 9 paptupta avtov = HY3 min latt' Chr Cyr 


xx, 24, 


a 17. 
iv, 79. 


against 


21. 


against 


wa, 1:7. 


against 
and 


49, 


. > Mou THY KELPA XT, 33 ee : 
CO 


B IN ST. JOHN'S GOSPEL. 363 


. >pov Tov OaktuXov NDLW 383 Hystameineau p. & cont (om. 


pou d) 
against Tyv yerpa 
> pov THY xetpavy BW pov rell et Cyr 
>pov tas xetpas D (om. pov d) (—pov 1 a) 

N.B.—Soden adopts pov thy xepa with NL 33 Hystamélinean 
(BW) copt, but rejects pou tov daxtuXov of NDLW 33 Hvstamiineau 
copt! (Paris*’ ceases at xx. 15 and is not available here.) 
>avtouv n waptuplia eotiy §=BCW 
>eotw avtov n paptupia =D Hust 48 daur Cyr 
>avtou eoTly n papTupia = 33. ? 
but S and the rest >eoTw » paptupia avtov as latt | praeter 
d aur}. 


Matters of Order. 


See under ‘‘ Solecisms.” 
alTels > yuvatkos Lapapitidos ovens NABC*LNT? e¢ WY 
frag gr-copt Crum-Ken et 33 Cyr. 
aiTels ovens yuvatkos Sap. the rest and cursives and Paris*’. 
(D d arm omit ovens.) 

This is either an Egyptian improvement, for there would 
be no good reason to set ovons back in any “‘ Antiochian ” 
revision, or the basic text like that of D d arm lacked this 
ovens, Which found its way into the text in differing positions. 
The versions—copt syr lat—express it in the position opposed 
to the Greek of NAB etc. 
>miot. por yuvae NBC*L et WY 71 213 253 259 892 [non 
Paris®”| 6P¢ 7P¢ 8P¢ 11° vid Sod'*° °%* bl g sah aeth syr hier Orig 
Ath Cyr W-H et Sod tat. (—yuvar F 124*** Sod?®.) 
yuvat mot. wot D the rest, d and other Latins, boh, syr rell 

et cu sin, arm That. 

Here, the coptics being divided, we do not place it under the 
heading of ‘‘ Coptic.” 
>mpos avtous ednrvOeL o engous BNW 435 Paris® soli vid., 
ernrver (+0 D) unoovs mpos avtous ND £0 a d aeth syr Iver, 
ednrvGer Tpos avTovs o enoovs most and boh syr (sah tnoovs 

n\Oev mp. avTous). 

Soden gives one new witness agreeing with BNW 435 
Paris’, viz., Sod**', a Ms at Patmos, but adopts the ordinary 
reading in his text. Curiously enough W-H refuse the BNY 
reading in both text and margin, their text agreeing with the 
majority of witnesses, and their margin agreeing with ND. 
>epayov ev TN Epnuw TO wavya BC(D)TW bcde ff gat 
ogg om Hus Chr Aug W-H Sod tat (Orig and aur* ev rn 
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epnuw edayov to pavva) against N the rest coptics and Cyr 
Thdt for eparyov To pavva ev TH EpNnuo. 

[vi. 49/50. tov ovpaviov aptov payovtes atreVavov Clem™neodet} 
N reads: Kat yoyyvopos Totus nv eps avtov, while BLTXW 
a few cursives and W-H read: xas yoyyvopos Tept avtov ny 
modus, bringing qodvs last. As far as I can see both 
Tischendorf and Soden make a composition of these readings 
and print: xa yoyyvopos nv Teps avtov modus which I do not 
think has any ms authority whatever except that of 33 and 
Chrysostom (codd. p.¢. 7. 4. . 6. of Matthaei), the majority 
reading: Kat yoyyucpos modus mepe avtov mv, and 127 
exceptionally : kav yoyyvopos nv Todus wept avtou, while 4 and 
goth omit mepe avrov, and the ‘ neutral” text probably lurks 
inDacde fl aur arm? which omit rodvs altogether! The 
fact is that modvs is probably an addition, injected into the 
text in differing positions. Syr and pers place it early with 
the majority, against the small Egyptian coterie of Greek 
mss (+6 q) followed by Hort. 
>xpovov puxpov NBLTWX Sod” fam 13 e ff q aur W-H 
Sod tat (for pixpov Xpovov D and the rest and sah boh Cyr) is 
possibly due to basic omission of ypovov which occurs in syr 
sin. 


. >otou nv Aaveld epyetat o Xpictos BUTWY 33 LauraA 


[non 892 non Paris*"| c vg syr Cyr W-H Sod txt. This instead 
of omrov nv Aaverd, o Xpiotos epyetat, evidently to avoid the two 
nominatives coming together. In sah the verse is practically 
inverted, bringing o Xpictos epxerar (but maintaining this order) 
very early in the sentence. Compare carefully all authorities 
here and a lesson may be learned. LItala is against BLTWYW. 


. >oTL ex THS yadiraLas TpodynTns BLUNTXW) 892 al. pauce. 


Orig Chr Cyr W-H Sod txt, but against NDW and the great 
mass. 
> paptupla pou arnOns eotwv = =BW5 157 235 3814 Sod}885 fam ga 
Evst 60 b sah arm Orig 1/3 Epiph Did W-H™ 
while D* has adrnbewn pov ectw n paptupea (d verum est 
testimonium meum) 
and the rest of the Greeks with Orig 2/3 Cyr followed by Sod 
and W-H“*: adnOns eatin waptupia pov as d and the Latins. 
We should refer B’s reading probably to sahidic influence 
[boh is opposed]. The fact that W joins is somewhat 
significant of this and not necessarily of any ‘“ neutral” 
form, while as 157 is joined by the sister ms Evst 60 it is 
evidently real and basic with them. 314 is Soden°® a com- 
mentary MS. 


19 fin. kat tov matepa pou >av noerte (pro. ..>nderte av) 


John 


vil. 23. 


boon a 
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BLNTXWY 1 383 213 249 397 892 [non Paris®’] Laura4? 
Bag tse Host 49 cer aur’ Orig: “Cyr [sed alibi 
contra| W-H Sod txt, but against NS and all the rest (D r“* 
d be ff om. av). This appears to be a distinct effort to 
avoid ending the verse with avy. Why should all the rest 
force the hiatus in néerte av? (D omits av.) 

UpEelS EK TOU KODTKLOV TOUTOU E€OTE, EYM OVUK ELlfLL EK TOU 
kogpov toutov So N and nearly all, but BT (fam 13 Sod’) 
latt Orig 1/3 Cyr®* wish to vary the “ pair” of expressions, 
so they write: vues ex TOUTOV TOV KOT MOU, EYW OUK Elpl EK 
TOU KOO {OU TOUTOU. 

The only other authority to make a changet is the notable 
Ms W with its well known coptic affinity Gt has rested for 
1500 years in Egypt), which places the demonstrative before 
Koo ou in BOTH places as does sahidic (and boh mikocasoct... 
mAIKocgeoc). The lat and vg object also to such an abject 
“pair” and so reverse the process thus: ‘‘de mundo hoc... 
de hoc mundo.” 
>G ov (pro cut) NBULXW [teste Sod, non Lake] soli et boh 
[non sah] Cyr followed by W-H and Soden, against all the rest 
including T’'W. (Syr: ov te Ney. ov, Te Aeyers cv Sod™), Om. av 
Sod ff. 
>orte nv tupros Kar aveBrewev (pro ott TUpAos nv Kai aveBrewev) 
NBLUNT'W Sod®° 157 Paris” Laura*?* Sod'!!? 114 266 [7H 
and Sod txt (b) r boh (xe naAcjor seKEArAe me, whereas 
sah xe newkRrAAc me). This is more important than it 
seems, for D d / omit the clause altogether, showing some- 
thing out of the common, which 28 emphasises by substituting 
eyevvnOn for nv and eliding cas avePreWev with b and syr sin © 
alone, thus: ‘“‘ore tug¢dos eyevvnOn.” b has ‘ qu fuerat 
caecus”’ without et videbat; and 7 has ‘‘quoniam fuerat 
caecus et videbat.” e varies the missing cas aveBreWev by 
writing “et recepit lumen.”§ No Latins apparently use 
eyevvnOn, but aeth always prompt to show us that these 
readings of 28 or others are old, conflates with: “‘ guia caecus 
NATUS fuisset et vidisset.” é 

Amid these variations possibly D d / are correct with total 
omission. 

The eyervnOn of 28 aeth may of course have crept in from 
verses 1, 2, 19, 32, 34. 


T 69 has ex rouvrov tov koopov secwndo loco (teste Scriv) as 33 and latt. 
{ —rovrov prim as Hvst 50 and a few. 
§ Cf. the Georgian and Slavonic versions. 
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(Interesting Passage as regards Diatess and Latins.) 


ae ix. 21. Concerning what the parents of the blind man actually said. 


Ordinary Greek: autos nAiKiay exer * AVTOV EpwTHnaaTE * aVTOS TEPL AUTOU 
(vel eavtov) ANarXnoee = ANTAA wne®l g 6 goth slav 
pers syrsh vesh diatess Ps-Ath 

avTov epwTncate * nixiay exer’ avtos (+ Ta V 157 min™) reps 

avtou (vel eavtov) NadnoEL N°BD (erepatnoate 
cum Sod) LX 1 22°33 157, 215 397 Soa" 
Paris” 1r [except. b (vide infra) lq 8] vg boh aeth 
arm georg syr™* Cyr et Fist diatess V_H et Sod tat. 
but N*WT' Sod'8 1%° 6 sah (syr sin) Chr" omit avtov 
epwtnoate, and sah further omits ndKav exer. 

Syr sin really merges avtov epwrnoate * avtos mept avTou 
Aarnoe by saying: ‘ from him ye can know.” In reality 
the omission should be considered to be of the final clause 
auTos Tept avtov AadAnoet (with 1), which gives us the 
variation : wou niKiay ever’ am avtou duvate pabew syr 
sin (1). 

We have the tala opposing the diatess. Here it may well be that 
diatess is conformed to syr pesh, for syr sin (hiat syr ew) opposes both 
with a different turn of phrase. But thus it precedes diatess for 8* and 
b, that interesting conjunction, omits one of the two clauses whose order 
is sub judice. S*T'W and b omit “ask him.” 

“He is of age” therefore stands in all except sah (12 mss!) which 

practically omits both mAteav exer and avtov epwrnoarte, saying ‘‘...He 

~ also, he was fit for to speak about himself,” retaining the avtos which 

NBDLX 1 33 it aeth omit, and perhaps covering in intent »AvKvav exer. 

“Ask him,” therefore, is the point around which it all turns. The 
inversion of order shows that something was wrong in an old common 
parent. This may account for omission in N*T'W b syr sin sah Chr™, or 
it may be basic. The fact however that all other Latins have it militates 
against it. On the whole it looks like the old question of an exemplar 
which had been (properly) corrected in the margin, and led to confusion 
in the minds:of the copyists. ‘ 

There is no trace of trouble left in F''t tiatess which agrees with the it 
and N°BDLXY in the order avrov ep. nrrxiav exe etc., but thus opposes 
diatess arab. - 


John 
ix. 24. See under “‘ Coptic” and “‘ Latin.” 


31. ovdapev ott >0 Geos apaptwrwv< ove axovee BDT'AW [negl. 
VW Sod] ade goth Cypr Conc "> a d e W-H tat (nil mg) 
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[sah boh @eos ove axover apaptwrwv (apaptwdrou salf) ; 
syr pesh Ocos hovnv apaptwdwv ove axover (mut syr sin); cf. 
aeth|. This instead of ovdapev ott >apaptwrwv o Oeos < ovK 
axovet Which NW with the rest as well as 892 Paris*’ and most 
Latins give us, as also Cyr Orig and Hil and Sod™’. (Chr is 
on both sides.) The change of order seems to be a clear ‘‘ im- 
provement”? by BDAY. The harder order (supported as it is 
by the mass of Latins) is undoubtedly right. The combination 
BDT' is of no weight in such places, given their record other- 
wise, when NW and the mass oppose. (N aeth gat = odapev 
O€ OTL >AMAPTWAWY OVK aKoUEL O Eos.) 


17. See under “ Latin.” 
a ae eGopucs,: 
» » ‘Solecisms”’ in the first place, and ‘ Latin ” in 


the second place. 
» ‘Latin and Coptic.” 
>oTl ovtos o avOpwros ToAXa Trovee onueca NABLMWXYV 
Sod° 1°89 Paris” sah Orig Ath W-H et Sod tat. 
ott 0 avOpwrros ovtos TONKA Trover onuera 33 et V | Sod, non Lake | 


OTL 0 avVOpwTOS OVTOS TTOAAA THMELA TrOLEL USES Oy meee ce 
oTt ovTOS 0 avOpwTos TOANA oNMELA TrOLEL Unc" al. pl ete. Chr 
ott 0 avOpwTos ovTOS THMELA TOAAA TOLEL Cyr (Sod'?*°) 

ovTOS 0 avOpwros ToLavTAa oNnmELa TroLeL Dobcdeff 
TOANA TA oNMELA a OUTOS O avOp. TroLEL boh 

oTt ovTOS 0 avOpwrros ToLeL TOMKA oNMELA sah 

6va TOUTO Kat UTNVTHTEY aVTW 0 OXXOS OTL... SO write most 
authorities. (Some omit cat.) But B writes alone 

> 61a TOVTO UTNVTNTEV AVTW Kat O OXNoOS, OTL... Now observe 


sah: erT&e mAt ON A TiaehHwe er ELOA EHTY, xe. 
Sah does not therefore omit «as as Tischendorf says, but 
places it (“‘om’’) before ¢ oxdos, as does B, merely displacing 
uTnvrnoev and giving it after 0 oxAos. Surely a sight of sah 
here influenced B so to write, unless he added «az in the 
wrong place, from his margin. But see boh omitting the 
prior «at. Hort does not record B here in his margin. Why 
not ? 


. See under ‘‘ Solecisms.”’ 


‘ ts 22 
i pa ‘Latin. 


. >wa Tiotevonte (mictevnte BO Orig 3/5 W-H tat [nil mg)) 


otav (cay Paris®’) yevnrac ote eyw exut NBIL 218 Paris” some 
latins sah Orig 3/5 W-H Sod tat. 

This instead of wa otav yevntar ToT. ott eyw expt Of the rest 
and Orig 2/5. It is a very difficult matter to judge who is 


+ Some cursives and EUXY have apaprodor, as Cypr peccatorem. 
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right, and Origen insists upon being upon both sides as so 
often. I only mention it for this reason and to show how 
impossible it is to reconstruct an “Origen” text seeing that he 
not only gives both orders, but writes ezav [ observe Paris” eav | 
for orav once,t and meoteunte thrice against muotevonte twice. 
>vuv rAeyo  B*! cum pers (wt solet). See the same order 
at x. 1 and 7, noticed under ‘‘ Solecisms,’ but not thus 
elsewhere. - 

See under “ Latin.” 

wa pe0 vuewy evs Tov acova 7» => Band 0 Jatin only and W-H™. 
This among three varieties of order, and the exchange of » for 
pevn. Old Latin is for 7, but the Vulgates all for wevn, and as 
they drew from a text similar to NB such as Paris” it is 
probable that 7 is an amendment, for Paris’ has pevy. The 
differing order between B, N, D, and LQX is suspicious. 
>upers yoocedOe BUM*QX 33 213 Sod? 48 ©% F og Cyr 1/6 
W-H [non Sod] against yowoecOe vers NDW rell minn omn 
vid et Paris’. I would point out that as A Sod*° 249 SodX* 
Evst 150°" b dim em gat vg syr pers aeth Chr Cyr 5/6 Victorin 
omit vues altogether, the differing order between the large 
ND group, and the small B group may well have its source 
in an addition to the basic text from the margin.  vyess 
appears superfluous here. 


. >Kaptov mAeova See under ‘‘ Latin” and note specially in 


connection with xiv. 31. 


. >upas nyaTnoa See under ‘‘ Latin.” 
. >Tov TaTpos Tas evToAas (—pov) Ba bc ff g aur Novat 


Chr”! W-H**, 


. Pup reyeu See under “ Latin.” 
. > OWoel VILLY EV TW OVOJL. [OU See under ‘‘ Coptic.” 
, >oTl ToAXaKis auYnXON LnooUS pETa Tov MaOnTwv exer B™, 


This is rather interesting, because B clearly accuses himself 
of being non-neutral here in placing exe: right at the end, as 
an afterthought (incorporated from the margin? Sod'"*, with 
syr pesh™°, omits), and this is admitted by Hort, who places 
the B reading in his margin, and has in his text: 

oTt TOAXNAKLS GvYNKXON Inaous ExEL META TwY HAOnTwY avTOU AS 
S and most, but D d if" and some versions place exe: before 
(0) Inoovs. The Latins vary a good deal, and Hort nearly 
always adopts B when there are several varieties of readings 
or of order. Here he recognises B as absolutely non-neutral 
in its unique order. 


+ Just as at xiii. 27 for rore Orig uses ecra four times, and omits (with NDL) thrice 
elsewhere. 
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Soden now adduces Sod** for omission of exes, and supports 
B for exe at the end with Sod**". [exes is placed after cvynxOn 
by D Paris” a r (vg) and syr. | 

Note that in the following verse, where S alone omits exez, 

syr sin follows B’s example in verse 2, and in verse 3 alone 
places exer right at the end of the verse! 
Another matter of order (unique, by B) promptly supervenes, 
and again mon-neutral, and once more relegated to Hort’s 
margin. It stands exactly on the same plane as the matter 
just noticed under xvi. 2 and is due to addition from the 
margin of B’s parent. Here the textus receptus after “ twa 
Enrerte”’ says: atexpiOnoav avtw, Incovy tov Nafwpaiov. Neyer 
autos o Inoous eyo ext. NS retains this, merely suppressing 
the article before Incovs, but ACLX and the rest of the 
Greeks confirm the text. recept. Sah and boh say >Incovs 
autos but neither N nor B are following them. D 485 and 
five minuscules plus Sod**! 1°* with b e r [hiat d] gat syr sin 
and Orig [Sod omits Orig] omit Incous altogether. When B 
comes to the place he acts thus: 

>Reyer autos eyo expt Inoovs incorporating Jesus last, and 
changing the method of the address. No trace of this 
lingers in others except in the Vercelli Codex a, which 
has: Diait willis : Ego sum. Iesus autem stabat et Judas..., 
thus preserving the order of B and incorporating Jesus in the 
next sentence. Consult the original page of B. We find 
€rW €EIMI ICelCTHKEl, IC coming before cornxer. The combina- 
tion D [habet d™?] minn’ be r syr sin Orig is strong for the 
simple omission of Jesws, which is in fact what Hort adopts. 
Some of his principles here go to the winds in favour of others 
involving the ‘‘ shorter text,” but the fact remains that B is 
discredited as a “ neutral”’ by adding in the wrong place. The 
combination D ber (hiat d) syr sim is the true Latin base. 
The Oxford edition of 1910 goes back to the textus receptus ! 
This is rather amusing, seeing that syr sin, discovered since 
Hort’s day, lends its voice to the omission of the Latins 
which Hort followed here, and which justifies him. Poor 
B is left alone, all alone out in the cold. This is a sad 
“sunspot.” 
>yvwotos nv (pro nv yvootos) BW 4 Paris” Sod’*? a c 

iar gat aur W-H™. Cf. syr et boh. 


. >eyes ovy tw Iletpw n wadioxn n Ouvpwpos = BC*LX 33 213 


397 [non al. gr] b of g r gat vg Cyr W-H & Sod txt 
| Hiant d e}. 
See as to BCLX just previously under ‘‘ Change of Case ”’ 
where they oppose Cyril. 
2B 
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+ For further particulars see the ‘ Morgan Gospels,’ pp. 332/333. 
t But some exchange ‘ touch me not”’ for ‘‘draw not near me.” 
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BCLX remain together here for another change of order with 
(Cyr) but have the additional support of NW and a few 
cursives with a. 


. >els TAPETTHKWS TOY UTNPETWOY (PO Els TMV UTTNP. TApETTHKAS 


A plur) S*BW Sod a ff g gat vg Cyr W-H & Sod txt, 
while N°C*LXYW 33 213 604 Laura‘! Sod!” b ¢ fr vary in 
a third manner with els twv tapectnKxotwv (vel mapectwtor) 
uTnpetov and Paris” els tov TapectnKoT@Y TwWY UTNPETOV. 


> adro evtov cot ~=$BO* DLW [non Sod] sah boh syr Cyr 


vg?! W-H [non Sod]. 

This against the usual » ado. cor evrov of N and most as 
Sod™', or 7 adXos cou evtrev of (M)NSII and a few, and  adroz 
cou Trept e“ou evtrov 4 Sod\***, 
See under “ Latin.” 
> ovdeplav aitiav evpiokw ev auto ~=—SW B- 1: 283 73 ~Sod'*9 1448 6 469 
aeth vg* Cyr et W-H & Sod txt (cf. largely differing orders 
in others.t Sah and boh grouped by Tisch here do not agree 
exactly). 


. Large variety of order here. 


11. Important. See under ‘‘ Syriac.” 
Great variety. See under “ Coptic and Latin.” 


. See under ‘‘ Coptic and Latin.” 
. >Baorrevs tov lovdatov exe BUX 33 314 Sod” (aeth) 


[non W non Paris” non al. vid.| W-H [non Sod]. 

eve 18 omitted by syr and vg®. Possibly it was missing from 

the B** exemplar and carried in from the margin. 

See under “ Latin.” 

>on avtov teOvnkota (pro avtov én teOv.) BLW Orig 

W-H [non Sod]. (Tisch ‘‘:: qui ordo corrigendus videbatur.’’) 
The mass with Cyr have avtov én teOvnxota, but c ffi qr 

vg’ arm aeth georg (sax) Auct™™ do not express 767. This 

may possibly be basic, owing to the differing order as between 

BLW Orig alone and all the rest (ncluding all Soden’s new 

witnesses) with Cyril. In St. John r of the Latins is quite 

important with a very old text. It is notable that the 

‘Egyptian’ Latins ¢ and ff also omit, while vg" is as old as 


any of them in base. Is it the Latins who once again 


preserve the base ? 

> pn atTov pou (pro wn pov anmtov) B with Tert™* (ne, 
inquit, contigeris me’’) and some versions ast syr arm aeth 
copt, but against every other Greek including the new Egyptian 


B IN ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL. Oued 
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Lectionary, Amélineau p. 63 [Hust 47 only omits povt] 
against the Latins expressly noli me tangere, and against the 
host of Fathers fren™ Resp Origsi= Orig’ Husocties 
Eustath Epiph’*® Chr Cyr Thdt Sever al. 

B does not even substitute pos (Pindar) for pov. Hort 
carries wn amtou pov religiously into his margin, but no one else 
considers it seriously and the Oxford edition of 1910 rejects it. 
Another ‘‘ sunspot” I suppose. There are many recorded in 
these pages. 

xxi. 17. >wavta ov (pro cv Travta) NBC*DNW Sod” 33 [non al. 
min Sod| ade ffm aur vg* syr W-H Sod tat. 
18. >fwo. ce (pro ce fwo.) NBC? Cyr [non al. Sod], cf. copt 
(syr) [non lat| W-H Sod tet. 
92, 23. See under ‘‘ Latin.” 
24, See ‘ Genitive before the Noun.” 


Hopelessness of considering B neutral, when he can never understand 
Christ’s character. 


xu. 28. We have here to indict B on a frightful count. We indict 
him for mutilating scripture without the shadow of excuse, 
and this in a most important place. Huis changes of tense, or 
suppression of the article, or niceties of expressions by 
“pairs” are nothing to this. In the short expletive prayer 
of our Lord, introduced in verse 27 by the words vuv 4 Wuyn 
fou TeTApaKkTas Kat TL ELT; OUL Lord continues: matep cwoor 
fe EK THS wWpas TaUTNS’ ada OLa TovTO NAGOV ELS THY wpaV 
tauTnv. Ilatep doéacov sov To ovopa. 

The reply is reported swiftly in the words following: 7\0ev 
ovv dwvn ek TOV ovpavou’ Kat edokaca Kat Tadw dofacw 
without mentioning any “object.” Therefore B was free to 
alter the record in the prayer itself, and he does so. 


t d& is wrongly quoted by Tisch for omission. It omits the second, not the first 
- pov. Soden commits a bad blunder here, citing 8 and D, W and 348, ‘“‘af” and Orig for 
the omission of this first pov. They all omit the second only (post rarepa prim.) with 
the possible exception of 848 (Sod™") whose actual readings Soden is the first to report 
fully. Soden does not mention ds¢r here (his'°) and so does not repeat Tischendorf’s 
error, but places it with the others for —pov post marepa prim. He neglects however the 
only ms which does omit outright, viz. Hust 47, as he makes a practice of avoiding the 
testimony of Lectionaries nearly everywhere. (Hvst 47 is a most important document in 
every way and will bear the closest watching. Its absence from von Soden’s apparatus 
is most regrettable. It is often alone with very ancient and important witnesses, ¢.g. at 
John ii, 19 with Ignatius alone.) Matthaei refers to Oregen*** where he would seem 
to exclude pov with Hust 47. 

t But B has kat addos fwoei oe alone, as sah boh, while NC? have ca: addXor Cooovew 
oe, and syrr add to gird: ‘thy loins.’ Therefore B remains alone with certain versions 
(against the Latin). 

2B 2 
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xiii. 26. 


CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


B writes: Iatep d0€acov pov to ovoua. He has the support 
of one minuscule (of which we rarely hear), viz. Hvan 5 
[neglected by Soden]. Hort and the R.V. do not exhibit 
a trace of this in their texts. In Hort’s margin is found 
“Ap.” In the Appendix is found ‘xii. 28 70 évopa] tov 
viov,’ nothing more. So we turn to vol. 1. ‘ Notes on Select 
Readings,’ p. 89, col. 1. Here we find the variation tov viov 
for to ovopa described as Alexandrian, but—would it be 
believed ?—not having the grace or the face to refer to the B 
reading at all! Now whether we read with L[negl. Sod.|XX” 
and Athanasius matep dofacov cov tov vov, or with B ratep 
Sofacov pov To ovoua [instead of matep dofacov cou To ovopa| 
the result is the same, and we find this most Alexandrian 
reading in B (which we were told was absolutely free from 
such things). MHort’s silence is not dignified. It is worse. 
For he has said that he could find no trace of any Alexandrian 
reading in B in any book of the New Testament. Therefore 
it is specious here to hide behind the view that wou for cov is 
a mere error. Cyril has said ete dofacov cov tov viov exer 7 
ypadn, ete So€acov cov To ovopsa, TovTOY ect TH TwV Oewpn- 
Latav axpiBeva (xii. 28, xvi. 1), so that he brings together both 
readings. After the correct reading here: do€acov cov To ovopa 
D adds ev tn d0&n 7 evyxov Tapa cot Tpo TOU Tov KocpoV yevecOaL 
which is a phrase erroneously brought back from John xvii. 5. 
D would therefore really like to read with B or Alexandria, 
for in xvii. 5 the previous clause reads cat vuy SdoEacov pe av, 
matep, (continuing) mapa ceavtw Tn So&n n Evyov Tpo Tov Tov 
Koopov eat Tapa cot. [At xvii. 5 D has yeveoOar tov Koopov 
for tov koopmov eva. | 

We have here then a clear case of Alexandrian editing by B. 
Foolish editing too. Because, when our Lord quickly adds 
“But for this came I to the selfsame hour,’ he debars any 
thought of “ Glorify me” or “ Glorify my name” or ‘‘ Glorify 
Thy Son,” and the editors have properly accepted the wording 
of the prayer to be ‘‘ Glorify Thy name,” in Him if you will 
(as Tert once: glorifica nomen tuum in quo erat filius). 

Hov is not a mistake or a slip made by B. It is most 
deliberate. If it is wrong why did not Hort own up and say 
so? And as his silence says it 7s wrong how can such a text 
be “ neutral”’ ? 


Harmonistic. 


+rapBaver kar (ante Sido.) BCLMX et S@ 33 213 892 
Sod’? 119 aeth Origt* W-H d& Sod txt against NDWY 


John 
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Paris” and the rest and the versions and Cyr. The opposition 
is so strong that this may have come from the Aafwy in all 
three of the synoptics (Matt. xxvi. 26, Mark xiv. 22, Luke 
ut no)s— in Lb Oor..xi, 23.16 is eda Bev. 


xix. 41. nv teOecuevos (pro eteOn) NBW Paris” Laura‘ 14 Cyr but 


these only, miserable band of Alexandria contradicted by 
Origen. Of. positus erat latt here, and cf. Luc xxiii. 53 nv 
ovders ovdeTvrw Ketmevos. In fact Tischendorf says “ ex Luc 28, 
53” and refuses to displace ete#y from his text. Bolder (and 
stupider) is Hort, who places nv refecuevos in his text without 
marginal alternative. The &.V. more wisely follows in 
Tischendorf’s footsteps and retains ete#n (but the Oxford 
edition of 1910 has no note on the evidence). Soden’s text 
follows Hort and NBW Paris’. He adds Laura‘ 1 to the 
small group. 


Hzample of Conflation exhibited only in this “ Neutral” text of B. 
vil. 89. ovrw yap nv mvevpa without addition by NKTITVW Sod?’ 42: 


91 280 w'* (boh sah) arm Orig ™* Dion®* COyrmter Hesych 
Orig™ 1/3 Rebapt Tisch & W-H tat. 


LNXW wnc® § vg Did Ath Chr Thdt Orig™ 1/3 Tat. rec. é Sod 


tat add ayov. 


Eusandabefiglr aur gat vg” syr pesh cu sin add Sedopevor. 
D df goth (aeth) add ayov ew (in d f) avtocs. 


But it is left for Bet g syr hier Orig™1/3 to conflate by 
adding ayov dedouevov. B has no Greek support t but 254 = 
aytov dofev, which is distinctly a critical codex, its corrections 
being only used by the critics when they favour N or B 

Now the situation is quite clear here, and Hort recognised 
it by following N and the Fathers against B. What becomes 
of his “neutral” text in B then? This is worse than a 
“sunspot” or “‘sunstroke”’ as regards B [see Souter], for it 
is deliberate tampering with tke deposit. Nor does Hort 
himself conduct his enquiry into this matter better than B. 
In the margin of his text opposite mvevua (tantwm) is found 
“Ap.” and .we therefore turn to the Appendix (p. 574). But — 
there we find no word about the misconduct of B. Instead we 
find this, and only this: 

“vii, 39] wvedua| + dedouévov; also + dyov: also + ayov 


CN oe 


True, Hans von Soden’s “African” text lacks it, but e reads: “‘ nondwm autem sps erat 
sanctus datus.” 


t Soden adds A* (= X»). 
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That is absolutely all. Nota word as to the culprit B who 
perpetrated the addition referred to lastly. In vol. i. p. 82 
(‘Notes on Select Readings’) he goes into the matter a little 
more fully, but as usual cannot recognise what the readings 
mean. Under +ayov he has “ Pre-Syrian (? Alexandrian) 
and Syrian,” under +ayov Sdedouevov he has no remarks. 
Well, of what family isit? I have said before that Dr. Hort 
could not recognise his own children when he saw them. I 
repeat the accusation here. And if he could not, how can 
his followers ? 

This is his illuminating remark on the subject : 

“The singular distribution of documents is probably due in 
‘part to the facility with which either ayov or dedopuévov or 
‘‘ both might be introduced in different quarters independently. 
“Text” [7.e. ‘ rvevpa’| “ explains all the other readings, and 
‘could not have been derived from any one of them.” Thus 
he utterly condemns B here. 

Well then B’s usefulness is destroyed? Not a bit of it. 
Hort seizes the first opportunity to follow B again in the next 
verse +[o7] where B with only D (against the rest and Orig 
Cyr) inserts this in the coptic method. 


General Improvement. 


i. 13. (omission). B and one cursive (17) omit the second clause 
ovde ek OeAnpwatos avopos. This is either because of homoio- 
teleuton,t or more likely because there seems something 
of tautology in “‘ ovde ex PeAnpatos capKos ovde ex OeAnpmaTos 
avdpos.”’ But for B’s bad record previously we would not 
select this against him. The omission is opposed by all else, 
by W 892 and Paris*’, by all versions, and by Tertullian and 
other Fathers, except Athanasius and Eusebius, who omit with 
B, and Ath appears deliberate. This is another Alexandrian 
reading as witnessed to by Ath, which is shared by B, and the 
existence of which Hort denied. 

i. 15. ta Keppata (pro to Kepua) BLT*XW Ozyr* 33 213 3814 
Paris” b q copt arm Orig®'*s Hus W-H txt |nil in mg] Sod™® 
against all others and Nonnus. This seems to be an effort 
at (mistaken) improvement, and has support of Ozyr**? W 


— — 


+ E* and a very few omit the first clause ovde ex Ged. wapkos. 

t Sah has it, but alone changes the beginning, writing “‘ These were e not out of the 
wish of blood and flesh, nor out of the wish of man,” for o ove e€ atpara@y ovbe e€ kK 
OeXnparos capkos ovde ex OeAnuaros aydpos. If sah considered the matter we may 
be sure that B did, although B adopts a different plan. 


~ John 
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and copt as well as Origen fully. Hence it is certainly 


Egyptian. As to the neighbouring places in the same verse, 
observe following, where NS 157 and Hpiph, almost alone, 
have xateotpewev, and most Greeks with Origen (over 1/2) 
“aveotpevev, BWXIID 61 108 234 247 251 252 435 gS" r* (Sod 
only quotes 251) Sod??N1416 69 with Cyr and Oxyr*’ W-H 
txt for avetpeev. The Old Syriac only begins again at ii. 16, 
so we do not know if it employed singular or plural for 7o 
kepwa or for ex cyowwy, but we may note that 83 and 71 
Sod” ™° ff and q use ex ocyouviov alone here. 

i. 84. —o Geos sec. NBC*LT’W 1 33 213 2°° Paris” be fl Cyr 
(syr cu) W-H d& Sod tat, against all the rest and syr copt 
aeth Orig et Orig™ Chr Did Cyr Ang", This seems to be 
an endeavour to remove redundancy. 

iv. 51. (Indirect for dramatic direct oration). Xeyovtes ote 0 Tats 
autouv & by SABC and W 185 Sod“ cdf ff gl r gat aur vg 
arm W-H & Sod txt and the inevitable textual muddler 
Origen in the proportion of 1/8. 

This is opposed by D* LVAAIL wre? minn omn rell (et N ote o wos 
cov &) abeq syr cu sin pesh rer sah boh aeth Chr Cyr with direct 
oration, employing gov for avtov. It is confirmed by Orig*:? (on the 
next page following the quotation avtov*'?”) plus Origen (ex Heracl.*:”). 

Tisch misquotes 13 for cov. In Ferrar’s edition 13 reads: o mas cov 
0 utos avtov (but the rest of the family cov with all other minuscules). 

In a question of this kind when the Semitic versions are so strong 
for direct oration, the minuscules should be decisive. What is their 
verdict ? None uphold avtov.t Not even 892 nor Paris*’ nor 33 (the old 
“queen of cursives”’ before discovery of 892 and Paris®) nor 28 which 
here opposes and neutralises the testimony of W. 

May I ask, if it is a question of revision, who would revise back to 
direct oration? The thing is unimaginable. If avtov were original, the 
whole series of ‘‘ Antioch” revisers (and they are represented by other 
Egyptian Mss) could never have put back cov so successfully. 


Iv. 52. evrov ovy BCLNWY 1 33 50 2138 291 2° Sod®* Paris” 
W-H Sod txt but no versions except arm. The others and 
Cyril have cat evrov with S, but T® Sod” e foss with sah boh 
and the middle-Egyptian version, and the sy7r omit the 
copula. The ‘‘neutral”’ text is therefore with copt syr, and 

the ovy of BCL is a sheer improvement. 
53. Similarly exewn tn wpa ev n by NBCT® 1 minn aligqs? 


+ Soden now alduces two critical codices for it, his™! at Patmos, and his *” = 185 
at Florence. 
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W-H & Sod txt for ev exewn tn wpa ev n should be compared 
to Latin, but it avoids a double ev. 

vy. 29. A little “‘ nicety ”’ of B alone: 
ot ta ayaba Toincaytes ers avactacw fwys or (— de) Ta havra 
m7 pakavTes élS AVATTAGLY KPLOEWS. 

This is another of those ‘pairs’ which B always gives his 
(Alexandrian ?) attention to. No other Greeks support the 
omission of Se. Soden does not add one single witness to B. 
Not even the faithful 213 (Sod!”°). Nor do VW 892 or Paris” 
add their voice for omission. W indeed writes «as ot alone of 
Greeks with m boh” syr arm Iren™. The support for B’s 
reading (which W-H adopt) +t is Latin, viz. Tert Aug ae ff 

_ and sahidic.t{ I add this therefore also under the heading 
‘ Latin-Coptic.”’ 

vi. 9. —ev (post radapiov) NBD[contra Sod’ |LNU*WY 1 157 al” 
Sod™ @b del syr cu aeth Orig Chr Cyr et W-H & Sod tat. 
Apparently to remove a superfluous word. Why should any 
add? (Coptic emphasises with the indefinite article owqHpe 
sah, ow&Aore boh, eliminating the ev following). 

42. Yet another case of “‘pairs.’”’ The second ovtos is removed 
from the verse by BCDLTW Sod’ min. pauc. W-H & Sod txt 
ad ff q sah boh syr cu sin arm aeth Chr Cyr, but against 
all others. Why should it have been added? It is pleonastic 
in Greek, but not so semitically speaking. 

vii. 4. See under ‘ Latin.” 

6. Another question of ‘ pairs.’ 
TAPETTLY O SE KALPOS O UMETEPOS TAaVTOTE ETTLVY ETOLMOS” 
B substitutes in secundo loco mapeotw for eotw to make 
the antithesis euphonious or perfect. It appears to be in 
very questionable taste, and presupposes that every other 
MS changed the second trapeotiv to eotiv for opposite reasons. 
Not a single other Greek does this, nor 892 nor Paris*’ nor 
any of Soden’s otherwise sympathetic cursives. Some vulgates 
(EKMQVX°Z’), but no vett, have adest for est here, but all 
vett carefully distinguish, having venit or advenit or adest (e) 
in the first place, and est uniformly in the second place. Sah 
and boh both differentiate and so do syrr. W-H keep a 
discreet silence, printing ecw. 


b 


For: ‘0 xatpos o e“os ovTe@ 


t Really in all these matters Hort surpasses himself. The evident reincarnation 
of an Alexandrian critic of the third or fourth century, he has managed to mislead 
modern ‘“‘ scholars” into thinking that all these little “ niceties” were basic, and that a 
“revision ”’ forsooth excluded them ail! 


} Boh strongly opposes, some boh having pleonastically OCOS NH AE. 
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8. Although B has large support here for ovrw avaB8awa, the 


consensus of opinion of antiquity (Porph Epiph Chr Cyr Ephr’ 
Aug Auct quaest) is with NDKMII f 2¢” vg boh (diserte) arm 
aeth syr cu sin georg slav pers for ove avaBawo, which Hort 
only places in his margin, retaining ovrw avaf. in his text. 
Can anyone suppose that if B had been on the other side it 
would not have turned the scale? Yet here, although 
supported by sah and W, it is manifestly an ancient 
“improvement”? which D and the good Latins, syr boh and 
the bulk of the versions, will have none of. I regret that 
the Oxford edition of 1910 follows Hort with ov7w in text 
and ove in margin, instead of reversing it.t In this connection 
I would like to remind Dr. Souter of his own words quite 
recently expressed (‘Text and Canon,’ p. 129): “‘The readers 
of the present work would do well to ponder every word he ~ 
writes on the subject of New Testament textual criticism, 
for no authority of our time surpasses him in learning and 
judgment.” This sentence refers to Professor F. C. Burkitt, 
and this is what he has to say of situations exactly such as 
the evidence indicates in St. John vu. 8: “The question at 
issue is what right we have to reject the oldest Syriac and 
the oldest Latin when they agree” (F.C. B. ‘Introduction’ to 
Barnard’s Olem**), because, as he says elsewhere (op. cit.) : 
““ With Clement’s evidence before us we must recognise that the 
EARLIEST texts of the Gospels are fundamentally ‘ Western’ in 
every country of which we have knowledge, even in Egypt.” 
I have already used these remarks of Dr. Burkitt elsewhere, 
as headings to my study of the books of Dimma and Moling, 
and Dr. Souter will please to recognise that I ‘“ ponder 
every word” of Dr. Burkitt on the subject. Perhaps more 
than he (Dr. Souter) does, for if Dr. Souter (op. cit., p. 188) 
approves the addition of the words cai Ts viudys at Matt. xxv. 1 
which ‘‘has now received the support of the Old Syriac 
version and is therefore proved to be ‘ Western’ in the 
widest, and not merely in the geographical sense,’’ he must 
apply the same canon of criticism to other places, irrespective 
of B and N. As a matter of fact this addition of kal rhs 
vuppns stands upon another footing, and I am not at all clear 
that we should receive it. The valuable cursive 892 reads 
alone tév vupdiwv for tod vuudiov Kat TAs viudns, revealing 
a situation which calls for very detailed examination.§ This 


+ Add 17** 889 pser wser Pscr TLauraAd 10! God410 1091 1246 6 371 6 469, 
$ Soden does reverse it against Sod”, having ovk ava8aue in text and ovrw in margin. 
§ ro vupdiw C 157 soli, wt latt sponso.’ 
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vil. 34. 


ibid. 


36. 


39. 


41. 
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reading of 892 I have not seen referred to anywhere, and 
Dr. Souter himself has not used Dr. Rendel Harris’ very 
interesting collation of this valuable British Museum codex. 
But the proposition holds good, viz. if we are to believe DX" 
latt syr arm Orig™ Tichon Arnob Op™? Hil for +Kat rns vuehys 
in Matt. xxv. 1 against Aug and the rest, how much more are 
we to believe D laté syr strengthened by NKMII arm aeth 
georg slav pers boh Porph Epiph Chr Cyr Ephr Aug Quaest 
at John vil. 8. : 

In such connections we can profitably study matters of 
order, such as vil. 12 33 (see under ‘“‘ Order ’’), where perhaps 
the basic text omitted the word subsequently added in 
different positions. 
Another question of “pairs.” To: ‘‘€ntnoete pe Kat ovx 
euvpnoete”’ BNTX [non fam 1 teste Lake] 218 258 2°° ws 
Sod? sah boh syr aeth W-H [non Sod] would add pe to 
complete the “pair.” It is difficult to suppose that all others 
including DW Sod” 892 Paris*’ removed the second we. Rather 
is it a ‘‘ version’ influence on BTX. 

Observe in the same verse jin. that B alone (cf. georg arm) adds 
exet, Which can be traced to the unique addition by the sahidic 
and bohairic here of epogy (“ to it”). ; 

Bi[non N|TX sah boh syr aeth, with G1[ non fam], 892 2°° W-H 
this time, again add a second we in the same phrase as in 
vu. 34. 

In the latter case G 1 892 join, and N 213? 258 w** Sod'* ? 
abandon BTX and the four versions which remain constant 
in the error with Westcott and Hort. 
0 (pro ot) B and EKMSUVAS min® and 604 [non 892 
(Harris ed.) non Paris*’| but against NDGHLNTWXTAlTLz al. 
pl and Cyr Chr Thdor#! Cyr (Nonn) Thdt ; in other words, 
B has no Patristic support. It is rather a difficult construc- 
tion, and B with L'TW Hust 18 proceeds to change the tense 
of miotevovtes following, to meotevoavtes, and then conflates 
with ayvov dedopevov as against omission of both words by 
NKTII Orig Cyr, while some add ayov and some add dedopevor. 
It will be observed that B’s supporters LT and W are in 
varying positions in this verse in the three changes under 
review. [See ante as to addition by B. | 
In the ‘‘ pair”’ of expressions adXov. . .addoz it is to be noticed 
that some and 1 33 248 al. ac f ff vg sah boh arm (aeth) Orig 
Cyr add de after the second add, which is found also in 
textus receptus and in sah against its usual method; 
(BLNTXW Sod” substitute o/ de). 

Now St. John’s method seems to be against this, for at 


John 


vii. 46. 


vil. 16. 


19: 
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Ix. 9 addor eAeyov...addou eheyov remains without copula and 
only § and a few add ée, while B and the great majority 
abstain. I mention it because there are other places involved, 
allin the same class, as, in the same chapter vii. above at verse 
12: ot pev edXeyov...adrou eheyov, where BTXW Sod sah boh 
Cyr and a number of Old Latins (with textus receptus again) 
add de. I had not intended to mention this place, supported 
as itis by cf ff gl vg (although observe that b de qt r 6 foss 
oppose),t but when comparing vii. 41 and ix. 9 it became 
evident that the +6e on behalf of all those who add is 
probably anti-neutral and in the nature of revision. 

Following a variety of changes of order in the phrase ovderore 
eXadynaev ovtas avpwros (order of BLNTX Orig Cyr), it is to 
be observed that BL'TW 225 229* boh and Cyr Orig drop the 
clause following (against N and the rest) of “‘ ws ovtos (AaXev) 
o avOpwros.”’ The semitic doublet was objected to. Tischen- 
dorf remarks ‘“ offendebat scripturae prolixitas, hine addita- 
mentum vel in brevius contraxerunt vel totum omiserunt.”’ 

NH Kplols n Eun aXNOLYH eotW BDLUTXW 83 218 892 Sod® 
Orig 1/2 W-H & Sod txt, against the use of adnOns by the 
others. d and the latins use veruwm. Only gat vg® vary with 
justum as dixara c&* Sod" 41 250 Hyst 60 [Hvan 157 does not 
join Hust 60]°Cyr Chr 2/3. It does appear as if adrnOwn 
were more in the nature of an ‘‘improvement”’ than other- 
wise. Why should the rest abandon it? It would have 
been a welcome variation from the use of adrn@ns above, if 
correct, and certainly not tampered with by all the rest 
including VW and Paris*’. (D has adydewn alone at vii. 14.) 
See under “‘ Order.”’ 


. KAL UpelsS OVY A NKOVTAaTE Tapa Tov Tatpos. This (instead of 


.. eopaxate...of the rest), by BCKLX and N°W 1 (181) [non 
118-209] 4 5 fam 13 [non 124] 15 33 42 68 91 116 122** 145 
213 229** 249 299 dpiw** and 892 Sod? P* f goth boh aethaia 
arm OrigPlies diserte Cyr [non NS rell, non V, non Paris*’, not even 
Laura***]. This is of course to avoid the difficulty, hence 
against the canon of the ‘‘ harder’’ reading to be preferred. 
Hort swallows nxoveate and his margin is silent. Soden acts 
similarly. Clem is silent, but NDTW Paris®’ and eleven 
other uncials are not, nor the Latins nor sah nor syr sin nor 
Tert, who all witness to ewpaxate and vidistis§ as Tischendorf 


+ Tisch misquotes q on the other side. 

t a =et alii,'for which Soden also quotes 7, but r in Abbott’s edition has plainly 
...8t (for est) alii dicebant. Soden’s collator seems to have misread et for ...st, 

§ f only of Latins with goth join B in improving. 
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diligently explained by quoting Apollin™ **° in full “ ewpaxevas 
Kal Tapa Tw TAaTpPL AEYoV OVK OPAL TVA OpacL EdnwWCEV 
adkra yvwoly PvglkKNHy, ETEL Kat ExELVOS PATKwWY EWPAaKEVal 
Tapa TO TaTpL avTwY oUvK ower SnTOVOEY EwpaKEvat eye AAG 
™ evolKovan Tovnpia...” Yet we persist in receiving Origen’s 
third century ‘‘improvement” against this fourth century 
witness diserte and Tertullian earlier. The Oxford edition of 
1910 follows Hort here to its discredit. Will the critics not 
kindly apply Burkitt’s canon at this place also, and see in the 
consentient voice of syr sin and syr pesh pers arab (cu 1s 
wanting) with the diatessaron (quoting Jno viii. 12/60 in full 
sequence) and all the Latins [but f] with sah georg slav and 
Apollin and Tert a full rebuttal of the “improving” voice of 
Orig and his minions, even with syr hier added to them ? 

Here is Hort’s weak note, in ‘Notes on Select Readings,’ 

D..033 
“vill, 88. @ éyw...matpos| téyo & éwpaxa Tapa TO TaTpl pou 
[radta] Nara Kal dpeis ov & Ewpdxate Tapa TO TaTpl buguve 
Western and, with 6 twice substituted for a, and radra 
omitted, Syrian (Gr. Lat. Syr. Aeth.): but aeth omits wou and 
vyov.’ For later and better information [von Soden to the 
contrary notwithstanding | ¢/. Merz pp. 208/212 in the Johannes 
volume, and note (on p. 209) his expression: ‘“‘wnd es ist 
Willkiir zu sagen, B hat tiberall hier das Richtige.” 
Another very important question of “pairs” or more than 
“pairs.” e. texva tou ABpaay eote ta epya tov ABpaap 
movette. So B* and the vg alone followed by W-H tat. 
Origen is on. both sides, quoting very often. Now~- most 
authorities, with Hus Epiph Cyr™* Did Bas Cyr have te 
and evoverte, while those who join B for eore, viz. NDLT 
Evst 60, still follow with evroverte, and some have emoverte av. 
The cursives are practically all for nre and emoverte or emrorerte 
av. True 604 has wovete, but retains av. Paris®’ has nre and 
evoverte av. ‘The Coptics and the Versions oppose B; syr sin 
appears to support. I hardly think B has preserved the ~ 
“neutral” text. If so, why do sah and boh not follow? It 
looks rather as if B and Origen here were playing a part, for 
Origen knows and gives both readings. The Old Latins, with 
the exception of ff, are against B, while b and Orig™ add 
utique. 

The matter has no importance in one sense, and yet in 
another it has a very great importance. The record of B as_ 
exhibited in these pages is not sufficiently good to trust him 
without better support. D and the supporters having eorte 
follow with ewoete. The transition from eote to emoverte 
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offends apparently, yet they retain. While ecre may therefore 


be basic, zroverte seems to be the reverse; nte may indeed be a 
revision, but ezovecte rather than rovevte appears basic. 
Note.—In case it should be thought that I had gone crazy over 
questions of ‘pairs,’ I would like to exhibit another place in St. John 
quite in the heart of these changes by B, where N indulges in this, in 
order to show that the changes were either premeditate on the part of 
both mss or were influenced by a version. Observe then that at 
John vii. 22 in the clause: ovy ote ex Tov pavaews EoTW ANA EK TOP 
matepov, an additional ors is supplied by N. after addr. This is shared 
by syr cu sin, but Not by sah boh, as might have been expected, nor by 
the other versions, and is found in no other Greek or Latin witness. 
My point therefore appears to be well taken that the changes were made 
to “improve.” It is extremely unlikely that such complementary 
expressions should have been removed by any revisor. Why, for 
instance, should V or 892 or Paris*®’ or Laura‘, all derived from a 
similar Ms to the parent of N and B, cut out this second o7v? Why 
also should they all have ev ca88atw while B with 0 e r quite alone 
omit ev in this same verse? Do they not preserve the true text as 
against B and & respectively in BOTH places ? 
John 
viii. 51/52. We now come to one of the grossest disfigurements of the 
text in the whole of the narrative perpetrated by B. The 
facts are so clear that Westcott and Hort abandon his 
testimony completely and do not even give the reading a place 
in their margin, although B has the support of Hvst.32 and e, 
to which now add Paris’. It is not discussed in Hort’s 
‘Notes on Select Readings,’ for it would have been exceed- 
ingly distressing to him to discuss it. But was it honest to 
pass it by in silence? Let the facts speak for themselves.t} 
Burgon omitted to comment on this because Hort and the 
Revision mercifully left the record alone. But in an arraign- 
ment of codex B it is my duty to record the shameful 
mutilation of scripture here, justifying all I have previously 
said of B as to ‘‘ pairs”’ of expressions. 
In John viii. verse 51 the Saviour says: ‘‘ Aunv apnv revo 
UpLlLY Ea TLS TOV Em“ov NoYyov (OY TOV AoYyoV Tov E“ov OY TOV oyov 
pov) Tnpnon, PavaTtov ov wn POewpnon ets Tov atwva.” 
In verse 52 the Jews reply: ‘‘vuy eyvmxapev ott Satpoviov 
exes. APpaaw atrefavev kat ot Tpopntat, Kat ov NEyeELs’ EaV TLS 
Tov ANoyov jou (OY pov TLS TOV Noor, OY TLS fou TOY NoYyoV, OY 
[383 Orig] tis tov eu“ov Royov) tHpNTN, OV MH YEevoHnTAL 
Pavatou (es Tov acwva om. D bcd ff 1 syr sin).” 


+ Souter also ignores it in his notes to the Oxford edition of the N.T. 1910. 
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In verse 52, however, B calmly substitutes @avatov ov py 
dewpnaon for ov pn yevontas Oavarov, repeating the form of 
verse 51 in order to make no difference in the wording of the 
Jews’ reply to the actual words spoken by our Lord. Hust 32 
does the same, so does ¢€ latin, and so does Paris’ unknown 
to Hort, and a new witness 213 (°°) adduced by Soden. 
But this last support only justifies all I have said as to 
such particular cursive testimony not helping B but re- 
accusing his text of an ancient error. No other authority 
changes, for the simple reason (as Hort and the Revisionists 
admit) that the record is perfectly plain that the Jews in 
their excitement repeated the phrase of verse 51 in slightly 
different language. Ovigen is a witness to this effect, which 
Hort here dared not put aside. Neither 7%sch nor Tregelles nor 
Hort nor the Revision nor Souter nor Soden then follow B, 
although it had both Greek and Latin support. If we look 
into the matter still more closely we shall find that syr sin, 
some Mss of pesh (but not diatess) and aeth, while holding 
“shall not taste of death” in verse 52, put taste back into 
verse 51, replacing Qewpnon there by yevontar, exactly for the 
same purpose of harmonising the records in verses 51 and 52. 
What a clear picture of these critical authorities dealing with 
scripture. 

Now such absolutely unpardonable handling of the record 
by B. here, raises afresh the whole question of the readings 
of this Ms elsewhere, which Hort asks us to accept in so 
many other places, as does Dr. Souter. The latter in his 
‘Text and Canon’ (p. 103 seq) has this to say of Westcott and 
Hort: ‘‘ Their work is held in the highest esteem in all 
civilised countries, and on the foundation they have laid the 
future will do well to build.” But if the foundations are 
insecure, as I claim to have shown in this volume, is it not 
an unfortunate myopia from which Dr. Souter and others are 
suffering? Do they really know B? I cannot believe it 
possible, or Dr. Souter would not write on p. 22 (op. cit.) after 
citing two of the ‘‘secondary traces here and there in its 
text”: “But such features are like spots in the sun.” 
The features to which I have drawn attention, of this con- 
stant striving for ‘‘ consistency,’ for running the narrative 
in ‘pairs,’ for general linguistic or grammatical ‘‘ niceties” 
or “improvements,” with occasional ‘“conflations”’ or bold 


t The omission of es roy awwva at the end of verse 52 by Dd be ff 1 and syr sin is 


not perhaps on the same footing. 
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‘harmonies,’ t culminating in this passage in John viii. 51/52, 
proves something quite different, and it is evident that 
textual theories and a text built upon B are liable to be swept 
away owing to the foundations being quite insecure. As to 
“spots in the sun” they may not perceptibly dim the bright- 
ness of the luminary to eyes some millions of miles away, but 
studied a little more closely they are indications of grave 
danger. These spots on the sun of B have had as 
disastrous an effect on our N.T. studies as have had real 
sunspots on our agricultural situation on many occasions. 

Souter’s simile is unfortunate. Perhaps it is prophetic! 
This matter of harmonising by B in viii. 51/52 is followed so 
closely by another peculiar matter (vill. 55), see under “‘ Change 
of Case,” that it should be consulted by the student at once. 
There Hort and the R.V. will be found in disagreement, Hort 
following BADW Sod minn® contra™™™, while the R.V. 
restores the usual genitive and tacitly accuses Hort’s foundation 
of being wrong. [A somewhat similar case to that of John 
viil. 51/52 may be seen at xvi. 16/17, concerning which note 
Burgon’s remarks in ‘ Causes of Comeption pp. 105/106. | 
See under “‘ Latin.” 

Another “‘ pair.” The verse begins eheyou ¢ ovv... Later for 
adrov ereyov, NBDT'W fam 1 fam 18 22 2°° Sod!" cd rz sah boh 
syr [non pers] (aeth cat), have adXoz de edeyov, against the great 
majority without copula. jf (Buchanan) is against it, not for 
it, as Tischendorf says from an uncertain phrase of Sabatier. 
Tisch. also errs as to the vulgates by saying ‘“ vg“le et dm” 
but only wg?Y recorded by Wordsworth have a copula. 
Tischendorf claims ten cursives, but none of Matthaei’s or 
Scrivener’s cursives have it, and it seems to be limited to 
fam 1 fam 13 2° and ‘‘Colb” (22, confirmed to me by 
Sanders). Others seem to lack it completely and it does not 
appear in 892 nor in Paris” and only in Soden’s * of all his 
cursives, but he accepts it openly, although Hort only took it 
into his text in brackets. 

mt. amexpiOnoav + ovv NB 2° | teste Sod.| Hust 15 g q 
vg= dim Tisch“' W-H [mil mg] only against no copula 
DGLT'UWXII 1 33 al. lat?! sah boh arm Cyr, and +6¢ the 
rest and Sod txt. 

I would not call attention to this, but that the whole graphic 
narrative, abounding in repetitions, must be examined most 
closely (much more closely than I can do in these few notes 
on ch. ix.) and that in ix. 10, ix. 17, 8 or B or NB add an ovp 


t See ante and post uncer all these heads. 
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which probably does not belong to the text. See also ix. 26. 
The matter is settled as far as I am concerned by observing 
that in ix. 27 B alone with aeth and georg adds an ovy after tu 
(appearing in Hort’s margin). Observe the variations as to 
ovy, de, kat (NB sah), and the absence of the copula here by 
the mass. 

+ro (ante Qavpactrov) NBUNT'21 [non fam, although Soden 
quotes 118, which Lake specifically denies] 22? 33 397 
Laura’! Sod! sah Chr Cyr W-H d& Sod txt against 
omission by all others. Why should the others omit if to 
were basic? But this should doubtless be referred to coptic 
(sah xe TAL pw Te TeamHpe, loh xe BAT pw 
Te <fcybups) reproduced by arab alone of later versions. 
Syr has “to wonder ”’ or “‘ mirandum”’ as a r, for ‘‘ mirabile,”’ 
and Paris” substitutes eQavyafov for to Oavpactov eotw, while 
all the others with WD and WV hold @avpacrov “a wonderful 
thing.” 

See under “Order.” In this the following verse, B again 
follows coptic (against N) apparently disliking the position of 
apwaptwrwv after ort, which word would hardly have been found 
there if this order were not basic. 


. Another ‘pair.’’ See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” 
. See under “ Change of Tense.” 
. “outa be ednrvber o inoovs els THY KwLNY AAX HY EV TW TOT@ 


omou uTnvTncev autw n Map6a.’’ In this quiet and dignified 
sentence, witnessed to by ADLT'AAII wne al’ min permult 
and syriac, NBCXX? 1 83 2138 242 249 Sod some Latins 
and boh introduce ere after nv, while F ae and sah add it before 
nv. The addition in different positions is suspicious in itself, 
but this has never influenced Hort apparently nor the school 
of Hort, for he and the Oxford edition and Soden diligently 
add it. Yet why should the other school have dropped it? It 
sayours distinctly of officious ‘‘improvement.”’ Observe that 
sah has AAAA ET! NETO Maxed and 
boh has AAAA NACXKHK ON TE AEN Msc. 
Another question of ‘ pairs” in the final clause : 
“\voate avtov Kat afete avTOV uTaye.” 

BCL Sod’ 33 157 Paris” alone of Greeks, copt Orig'. 
Where are the Latins and the Syriacs? All the Latins (except 
ff with its coptic affiliations) and the Syriacs (except hier and 
diatess) are with NS and the mass without the second avrov 
against Messrs. Hort and [Soden]. 

It is possible that this is a common error of base, however, 
between B and copt, for it is opposed by W as well as & al. 
It might have occurred from misreading yn in vrayew after 
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agetat (for adete). Thus in W you find apetalynaArein. It 


is important as placing W behind the diatessaron. 

x1. 45. kat Oeacapevor & ewoinoey ® and the great majority, with 
Origen six times (and oca 314 a") W-H™ Sod™, but 6 BC* DA? 
(also C?* 0 em. onpevov) 1 244 249 Sod fameN ¢ goth sah aeth 
W-H*™' Sod, This seems to be an absolute ‘improvement ” 
referring to the miracle of the raising of Lazarus. It 
occurs Immediately after verse 44 which recounts the actual 
resurrection, and 6 is so absolutely natural after Qeacdpevor 
that no one would have changed 6 here to @, while there is 
every reason to change a to 6 as do B anda few. W does not 
doit. Here observe Origen absolutely opposed to B’s “ easy” 
reading. Origen, &, and Tisch prefer the ‘“ harder ” reading. 

In verse 46 following evrov avtows CD 249 397 with M 
Sod4 am N } ¢ goth aeth repeat 6, but NB and most, this time 
keeping with Origen, have & I have no doubt a is right 
in both places. The bohairic shows that criticism of these 
verses was in vogue, for it reverses the whole process, having 
in verse 45 Geacapevor & and in verse 46 extov avtois 6. 

57. evtodas (pro evtoAnv) NBIMW fam 1188 254 1 Paris’ 2?° 
[teste Sod] Sod'*** Orig’*. A clear “improvement” adopted 
by Tisch W-H and Soden.t See sub voce ‘‘ Indeterminate,” 
after remarks on x1. 54. 

_ xii. 12. See under “ Solecisms of B.” 

13. Apparently another question of ‘‘pairs’”: evAoynuevos o 
EpXouEvos EV oVvo“aTL Kuplov Kat o Bacirevs Tov Icpanr. 
Only NBLQ boh aeth and Orig and the editors Tisch W-H 
and Soden} indulge in this second caz o or at any rate they 
alone add the «az to make the two parts. Some and sah have 
6 before Bacirevs. 

xili. 18. tivas (pro ots) Undoubted correction, thinking to improve. 
It occurs in the phrase ey (yap) ovda ous e€eheEaunv, and twas 
is only found in NBCLM 33 157 213 397 Sod 1098 1110 M48 8470 
Origu’* Cyr adopted by the editors Tisch W-H and Soden. 
Indeed Orig seems to have a patent on this: “twas e&ene- 
Eauny, oTep aTOVaTEPOV MEV TOLOUTOV EGTL* TLS EOTLY EKATTOS WY 


{ I mention the three critical editions specifically at these four places to emphasise 
what Burgon said long ago. The critical editors considered and Soden still considers that 
these minority mss are of paramount importance irrespective of the fact that the grouped 
mss represent hardly more than one tradition. To combat this view I am presenting these 
pages. Because Hort supports Tischendorf, and Soden supports Hort, it does not follow 
that they are right. The English Revisers oppose in xiii. 18 and Souter does not give 
the evidence for twas in his notes! If Sowter believed Hort was right it was his duty to 
his readers to give the evidence. Does Sowter believe NBCLM 383 157 Orig Cyr and 
Hort to be wrong here? 

2° 
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efereEaunv oda.” At first sight twas being the ‘ harder” 
reading might appear justifiable, but it is almost certainly 
editorial. It is contradicted by all others including WY and 
892 Paris*’ so much in accord with the group elsewhere. It 
is also contradicted by all the versions. A trace would surely 
remain elsewhere if tuvas were correct. As I plodded over 
document after document I was amazed to find no other trace 
of teas until Soden produced two Sinai codices, two at 
Jerusalem, one at Athos. 

Bawas ovv (pro cat euBarwas) NBCLX 33 213 892 Sodi0 fame 
a Orig 2/4 and Cyr with the editors Tisch W-H and Soden 
against the rest. 

akorovbew apte (pro akoXovOnoar aptt) B(C*). A sheer 
‘‘jmprovement.”’ See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” Hort 
follows B alone here. 


. This is another question of ‘‘ pairs,” but different from most. 


Here, for (ka) amapts yiwwoKeTe avtov Kal EewpaKkaTe avToV 
by the great mass supported by all the versions and Tertullian, 
BC* and they alone with J-H'™ [and they are often guilty 
of other tricks together; see many instances in St. John 
elsewhere in these pages and just previously] would suppress 
the second avtov, reading amapte yiwwoKeTe avTov Kat 
ewpaxate. It is a perfectly fair criticism that this is editing, 
even if here it be a question of the suppression of one 
of the ‘‘pair,’’ because the place troubled some scribes and 
translators. Thus 33 68 250 d" Hust 47s™ 60 and some arm" 
suppress Kat ewpaxate avtov altogether,t while the slav version 
with X” (= Sod A‘) suppresses the first avtov, writing 
“Ye knew and ye saw him,” as does the book of Dimma: 
‘“‘cognoscetis et vidistis eum.” While 7 (not reported for 
Tischendorf) and vg? are to be added to the Greeks BC for 
the elision of the final avrov. These authorities should be 
added in Tischendorf’s apparatus. Horner does not give 7, 
citing only BOC, because unfortunately he does not quote 7, 
a very important witness, especially in St. Luke and St. John 
but Soden gives x here. (See beyond again on xiv. 17.) 

Yet another matter of a “pair.” Instead of 6 de marnp 6 ev 
euwot pevwv Of nearly all Greeks (and a ec d f q r foss qui in 
me manet) BLY [negl. Sod. V] Sod*'"° Orig Aeth Did 
Cyr et com elide the second 6, reading 6 de marnp ev emor pevov 
(= no doubt vg with b e ff gin me manens). That this was 


+ See footnote on page 885. 
} Attributed by von Soden to homoioteleuton ! 
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the Alexandrian way, the unusual consensus of Orig Ath Cyr 
with BLW most freely attests. No cursives appear to join 
(except the two new ones of von Soden mentioned above 
which are quite “‘of the family”), not even Paris’, and W 
goes with D and the rest against it. But whereas B prefers 
‘‘ pairs,’ here he seems to dislike the double 6 on account of 
the de—present in most copies, only absent from a few 
cursives. Had the de been absent: ‘0 warnp 6 ev ewor pevwv””’ 
would not have offended, but in 4 de marnp o it seems to 
have appeared redundant. The other versions seem clearly 
to have read a second 6. It is not trifling to mention this 
matter, for B shows us fow variations in this one verse: 
(a) meotevoets for meotevers with the bohairic alone [bok 
neglected by Soden], (b) —Aeyo alone, (c)—6 ante ev euor with 
LY and Alexandria as above, and finally (d) moves ta epya 
avrov with ND as against mover ta epya avtos LX and W 33 
213 Sod" Paris? Cyr” and autos move ta epya A and the 
rest with Orig Ath Ps-Ath Chr Cyr**, while e and Tert omit 
autos or avtov altogether, and are perhaps basic. 

Now B cannot be right in all four places. Hort neglects 
the first two (a and b) as errors, but accepts the other two 
(c and d), thus in the last case (d) opposing Alexandria, as 
represented by Orig Ath Cyr, while going with them in the 
third case (c). This is properly in accord with his principle 
that it is B which is “ neutral,’ however rough the fourth 
case may seem. But what about the first case (a)? Why 
should we lose the meotevoers of B? It is supported by all 
the bohairic. Is it not neutral ? But I can assure you that 
there is nothing ‘neutral’ in B. Having written avtov 
(= eavtov no doubt) in this verse, he proposes to amend the 
next verse in accordance therewith. Therefore we find B and 
229* (aeth) only writing in verse 11 dva ta epya avtov 
Tuotevete por against Ath and Cyr, who with most have da 
Ta epya auta miotevete pot, Whereas Tert 157 and some 
cursives omit avra and avtov and have only va ta epya 
mot. Which is very possibly basic and both the additions 
of later date, since q 7 and syr arm pers diatess and boh also 
omit avraand avtov. Hort has avra in his text and accepts the 
avtov of B in his margin; but neither I think are ‘‘ neutral ”’ 
or basic. True the sahidic says “‘ Believe because of his 
works,” but this does not agree with B, because sah destroys 
the wot at the end of the sentence (as NDI 83 e¢c.) which B 
holds. B is left absolutely alone with 229* and aeth: ex 
opere ejus credite mihi. 


Serivener’s Z semel with Paris*” has TAUTA for avuTa while 
5) 
2 C 2, 
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the new Ms W goes with NDL Sa ta epya avta mot. absque 
poe fin. | 

The same thing as at xiv. 7 occurs here as to “pairs.” For: 
ott ov Oewper auto ovde ywooxer avto, NBW Paris’ and 
a dim Lucif W-H** [nil mg] alone suppress the second av7o 
against all others, all versions and Did?'™'*s, and as showing 
how the matter affected others, Evan 287 vg™ Aucti**** elide 
the first avto (Soden does not notice this) writing quia nom 
videt nec cognoscit ewm, exactly as the slav version with X° 
and the book of Dimma acted in verse 7! 

This is followed by the elision of the copula de between vpes 
and yivwoxete avto by NBQW 3846 a’ Paris’? Sod’ a b sah 
bohi4 Lucif Auct™** W-H d& Sod txt only, after the coptic 
manner [Sod neglects the coptic witness and adds V (against 
Lake) |, again not only against the mass and the versions, but 
against Did®’s CyrBie and Cyr, 

And again in this verse another “ pair’’ of expressions is 
involved. Most Mss have weve: and eoraz (ote Tap vp wévet 
Kat ev vp eotat), Some read peved=g vg arm Nonn 
(wevéer) and sah [non boh]. It is clear that B understood 
pévee [it is so accented in B to-day] for he follows it with 
eatev for ecta alone of the uncials with D* (corrected by 
D*) W ania few cursives (1 Sod'* [non fam] 22 69 [non fam] 
251 254 291 2re Sod'"® 44) and it?! syr goth Lucif W-H** 
Sod™, but in view of B’s record which I think I have 
fairly exhibited in the previous pages, it is not absolutely 
certain that we can accept eorvy as original. eoras is difficult 
enough in all conscience following ves ywwoxete avto, but 
if weved was intended, ectac would be in order. Sah actually 
reads ‘‘ Ye, ye know him because he will remain with you and 
he will be in you.” Paris®' here reads estas and does not go 
with B, but W does so. 


. Now comes a fitting and most lovely specimen of the manipu- 


lation of voices to obtain a perfect ‘ pair,’ which is not only 
an illustration of what we have contended for, but operates as 
a climax to all that has gone before. 


In the verse azrexpiOn (0) tnoous Kat erTev avTw* Eav TIS ayaTA [é, TOV 


Aoyov jou 


THPHTEL KAL O TATHNP MOV AYATTHTEL AVTOV, KAL Tpos avTOV 


ehevocopeda Kat wovnv Tap avtw Totnoomerv, nothing virtually is 
changed [except by D, vide infra] until we reach the last word. Here 


instead of 


Tomoopev (Or Toinowpev) we are offered tornoopueba by 


NBLXWID 1 Sod'* [non fam] fam 13 [non 124] 33 213 249 254 2r¢ Paris®” 
Sod? &mcX This group is practically one, as our presentation of evidence 
elsewhere will show. They offer us then in the final clause the very allite- 
rative sentence: ‘“‘xal mpos avtov eXevcgomeba Kal porvny Tap avTw 
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motncopmeda.” May I ask on what grounds any “revision”? would 
have desired to displace the middle (given the sense) by the active voice 
here and so to destroy the alliterative assonance? If rosnoopeba had 
been basic, who would have wished to change it to rowncopev? | On the 
other hand, our repeated exhibition of the views entertained as to ‘‘ pairs”’ 
by this very group, headed by B, is most illuminating as to the practical 
certainty that the B group base changed ro:jcopev to Torncouefa. And 
the proof is not far to seek. 

How do the Fathers stand? For they surely represent other codices 
long since perished which have not reached us but which are coeval with 
or anterior to the date of B. It is observed that Origen is on both sides, 
but with a large preponderance for to:nooueOa. Athanasius is on both sides, 
Didymus is on both sides, Hpiphanius is on both sides, while Eusebius 
Marc?" and Cyril, the latter only quoting once, remain on the side of B. 
Hence vromnoopeda in the fifth century was standardized in Alexandria on 
the evidence of Cyril, but in the third and fourth centuries the Patrist‘c 
evidence wavers. What was the reason? The reason appears self- 
evident on its face. Consult Tischendorf’s exhibit at this place, and one 
cannot help realizing that while codices used by Origen, Athanasius and 
Didymus surely exhibited tomoopev, in quoting either from memory or 
from other (manipulated) codices, these Fathers fell very naturally into 
the course of following edevoopueda by romnocoueba. Not that romnoopeba 
was basic, but that it was tuneful, assonant, and admirably fitted the 
sense ‘‘ and we ourselves will make abode with him,’ and hence followed 
by all three critical editors, Tischendorf Hort and von Soden. I cannot 
conceive it possible that ‘revision’ changed toincoueOa to rotnooper. 
What does the jury say? And what is the secret then of the middle 
voice employed here ? 

In summing up for them I must not omit to draw their attention to 
the sahidic version: AwvW MAEIWT MAREPITY ACW THN 
MAPOC] NTNTALRIO NAN NOCRA NYWME GAVTEHC, 

Whether the sahidic yan—‘ us’’—be the source or the reflection t 
of the B group base, it is most noteworthy. Horner translates: 

And my Father will love him, and we come unto him, and make For 
us an abiding place with him. Therefore, although the future tense is 
not emphasised, the middle voice 7s emphasised, and we are to read as 


+ Soden adds only 213 Sod'8385 but also his commentary families K.C and N, and 
excepts from his H family YA and 6*, This is interesting as bringing against each 
other 218 (his ) and his 5371, as above concerning fam 1 and fam 13, and in emphasising 
the commentary support. Soden adopts romoopeda in his text, just as his critical pre- 
decessors had done, but that does not give us the “true text.” Sod” has romoopev. 

+ As to B and sah consider most carefully in this connection the passages under 
Coptic previously tabulated at iv. 16, vii. 3, xii. 16, all of the same character; also vii. 40, 
viii. 28, ix. 11 27, and especially vii. 34, x, 22, xi. 27. 
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from an original wovovpev nuas or nu, sah supplying NA or equating 
motovpeda, (Cf. John v.18 wcov eavtov towy tw Gew. Sah renders 
Eq RAKKOG] KUN TINO’;TE, boh ECIPI Kexeoqy Metcoc 
nese bf). 

In Egypt then John xiv. 23 was read with emphasis on mounoopuefa 
or motovpeda, Which does not imply that the real ‘‘ neutral” base was this, 
but that in translation it assumed this force and possibly reacted on the 
Greek. It did not react sufficiently to change the Greek tense, and on 
the other hand the Greek did not act on sah sufficiently to force the 
retention of the future tense. 

My good friend Macarius of Egypt comes once more to help us out 
here. He quotes four times. In hom*" he has totnoopev. In 
hom®*“" he. mixes 21/23: Kabws Aeyer oTt euhavicw avTw emavToY 
Kal povny Tap avtw totrnow (just as D omoopar with e syr cu 
pers), but Macar “"*” is very clear, separating 21/23, and quoting 23: 
eyo Kal O TATIP erevoopeba KQAL (LOv1)V Tap aAVUTW TOLNTOMED, Again 
Macar® Hrertate mantis ig just as positive although slightly varying the 
beginning. He writes thus there...«az 0 Kupios: erevoopela eyw te Kat o 
TATHP MOV KAL LOVNVY TAP AVTW TOLNTOMED, 

This is brilliant side-testimony contemporary with the oldest codices 
which oppose with tornaopue@a. And if Macarius was not influenced 
by the mart of the Coptic, I think we may rest fully assured that 
motnaopev (and not tomaopefa) is the basic text, and was changed to 
Totnaopmeda by the family of codices under indictment. 

My friends of the Opposition will find it hard to debate this question 
against Macarius. The jury will not lightly put aside his triple sworn 
testimony. If then the jury is satisfied with my new witness (whom 
Tischendorf did not bring into Court) I see no outlet but for a favourable 
decision at their hands on this and on the similar and cognate counts 
which are sub gudicibus. 

Notwithstanding Macarius’ testimony and that of the mass, and not- 
withstanding all I have said above, I have no doubt that critical editors 
will retain tornoope@a till the end of time because it is such a@ 
“goon” reading! And that tells the usual tale of preferences versus 
scientific princip’es. 

The usual intimate relations cf the latin ms c to the Coptic are 
however maintained here; for ¢ alone writes ‘“‘apud eum manemus”’ (cf. 
slav goth and sax), for ‘‘ aput eum manebimus’”’ of a, which mss do not, 
like the vulgate and it", use the literal ‘‘ mansionem apud ewm faciemus.”’ 

[Note. D*®* substitutes eXevoouas and tommocoua with only d e 
veniam...faciam, supported by syr cu and pers, but not syr sin nor any 
other. The adhesion of pers is interesting as making this change on the 
part of D securely attributable to syriac influences, but otherwise 
apparently not seriously basic, and influenced from half the clause at verse 
21 previously |. 
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Another very distinct ‘‘ pair.” 

Instead of eav yap-un aTedOw, 0 TapakAyTOs OVK ENEUTETAL 
mpos vuas, BLY (33?) LauraA!4 Chr, but these alone, sub- 
stitute ov un edn for ove edXevoetas, reading : 

cay yap “n aTEXOW; 0 TapaKkANTOS ov “H EXON Tpos VuUAS. 
Comment is unnecessary, but Hort swallows it whole (without 
marginal alternative, Soden only has it in his margin), while 
the Oxford edition of 1910 disallows it and returns to ov« 
edevoetat (with Soden) but without a word in the margin or 
in. Souwter’s notes. |The mass and Paris*’ are with the 
Revisers against Hort. Both Cyrils and Did Thdt are observed 
to improvise with ov un epxetat, aS Some Versions. | 

(Obs. the Ms 33 in verse 10 substituting mopevowar for utayo: 

alone with i°* v*“* Sod* Chrt because of wopevOw in verse 7 
above, and the secret of ‘‘ accommodation ”’ is laid very bare.) 
See in ‘ Causes of Corruption,’ by Burgon, pp. 105/106. 
apes (pro aipe) BD*l W-H“* Sod” [non minn vid] epea N. 
See under ‘“‘Change of Tense” for Latin evidence, but the idea. 
of B (with copt) is apparently again a question of harmonising 
pairs or triplets and by achange of a letter (not writing arpyoer) 
he makes a harmony of manu de o- opat vpas, Kar YapnoeTat 
ULOV n Kapota, KaL THY YapLV vWD ovdELsS apeL ad’ VED. 
Kabws Kat nuers (pro Kabws nuets) B*MSUYII? Sod? min 
fg gat vg syr hier 1/2 arm Ath [against Cyril]. The group is 
feeble and savours very much of improvement: “wa wow & 
Kabws (+Kar) ques.” NSD W{[Soden misquotes W on the other 
side|¥ and all the rest and the versions oppose B and this 
small company. (Syr sin with a bce ff r omits the whole of 
the last clause in verse 11 from w dedwxas poe to the end). I 
should like to know however upon what principles Hort and 
Soden refuse to take up this addition of car by B supported by 
five other uncials and Ath. 

W 33 al’ et Sod":* add after ev cabws nuers +ev eowev. (+e 
X Sod®? 213). 


. See under ‘‘ Coptic.” In order to support for ovs, approxi- 


mately the same authorities add xa: before efpvrata. This is 
a much less difficult place to adjudicate than many, and seems 
to me to be very clear manipulation. In verse 11 we have: 
TaTEp ayle THPNTOV aUTOUS EV TW OVOMATL TOU @ Sedwkas fol. 
But in yerse 12: ote nunv wet avt@y (ev TW KOTLW) EYwW ETNHPOUV 
auTous €V T@ OVOMaTL gov ods dedwKas por epuraka, Kat 
ovders €€ aUT@Y ATWXETO... 


+ Tischendorf neglects Scrivener’s codices and Chrysostom (but see Matthaet 


ad loc.). 


Xvi. 21. 
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The latter is manipulated to...eyw eTnpouv avTous ev Tw 
ovopatte @ dedwxas por Kat edvraka... by BCLW 7 (0) 33 64 
Paris” sah arm syr hier Cyr W-H [nil mg] non Soden. As to 
boh while giving 6 it does not have «az before epvdagka, while 
d Hil, who hold ois, add xa before epurafa. The presence 
of Cyr in the combination shows that it remained an Alez- 
andrian tradition until his time. WN hesitatingly writes: ote 
NUNVY MET AUTWY EY. ETNPOUY AUTOUS EV TW OVOM“ATL K DOU Kat 
efuracoov Kat ovdss e€ avtwv aTwreTo... N* omits w dedwxas 
fot with syr sin; N° inserts, with o for w (as Hvan 7 and sah 
boh), and modifies car epuvracoov [Male Sod de d r cum 8*]| 
to cat efvra€a retaining Kat. 

The Syriacs and Latins grouped are against this interpreta- 
tion in verse 12. In verse 11 sy sin and the majority of it 
omit the last clause involving w dedwxas por wa wow ev Kabws 
NILELS. 
miaTevn (pro meatevon) N*BC*W Sod* [non al.| Clem Hus 
Tisch W-H, against the rest and against Orig Ath Cyr and 
Sod**, See under ‘“‘ Change of Tense.” This is probably 
“‘iImprovement”’ to agree with the form of wiorevoytwy in 
verse 20. If so, it is another rather forced pair. meotevon 
is undoubtedly right. 


. wa wow év Kabos nes €v So (N)BC*DLW 1 [non fam] 33 


397 (Paris) d e syr hier sin aeth Clem Hipp Eus 2/4 Cyr 2/3 
W-H «& Sod txt suppressing eouev. This may possibly be 
basic, but N and Paris*’ are observed to manipulate a little 
further, which is suspicious. NS and Paris®’ write: wa wow 
év Kabws nuecs suppressing the final év as well as eowev, while 
Chr suppresses the whole clause. 

a" adds «az before nuers and P™ omits nues. cinverts : sicut 
sumus nos unum. [Soden neglects this testimony]. The 
Coptics retain the verb. All this points to a rather equivocal 
position for the minority, although ecywev may be an addition. 
Observe that the testimony of Hus and Cyr is on both sides. 

I fear that we must once more accuse B of an “improving” 
tendency here. Among the following varieties B has only the 
countenance of his friend L and of W, yet Hort and Soden 
follow suit. 
€L pn nV ovtos KaKov Toincas N* cf. syr sah pers|e mali aliquid 
iid ene pheunkaker euor BLNW W-He Sod faciens 
yo) 4) gy, KAKO TroL@y C*Y¥ 33 Evst 63 a (r) male faciens 
ty 99 99 gps KALKOTFOLOS AN Gr"! Sod et Paris” Latt pl 
(malefactor) verss Hus Chr Cyr. 

It does not look favourable for B when Cyr is against him 

in such a place, and when even N changes the tense (rather 
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happily here although Tisch abandons N* and goes with 
X°BLW and W-H Sod), and when Ath improvises (kaxoupyos), 
and Nonnus paraphrases unnecessarily with e un env tedecas 
adatov xaxov. It shows a little too much consideration of the 
passage. None of Matthaei’s or Scrivener’s or Soden’s cursives 
know anything of any variation nor does Paris” so close to NB 
hereabouts. 


amTo geavTov au TovTo Reyels BC*LNYV Paris®’ Cyr 
W-H & Sod txt (Chr aro cavrtov...) 
ATO GEAVTOUV TOUTO ELTAS S 


All the rest including W and all reported cursives (but 
Paris’) have ad eavtov... followed by Tvschendorf. 

Surely, surely, if af eavrov were the revision, a trace of avo 

ceavrov would remain in some cursives. WN has an excuse for 
revising because his text (with D*”? and some cursives) lacks 
ov, but with BCLNW and Cyr it seems to be a case of pure 
revision. 
We have been quite a while without an example of a “ pair.” 
But the opportunity offers and B avails itself of it. We read 
Incous ovy (or de) wv THY pHTEpPAa Kat TOV MAaOnTHY TapEerTwTA 
ov nyaTa AEyeL TN LNTPL AUTOV.... 

Here NBLXWY 1 22 138 2°° Paris®’ Sod!"°5#" b e arm Cyr 
W-H & Sod suppress avtov against all others and against 
Origen. The reason seems to be because in the first part of 
the verse wv tTnv pntepa is without avtov, therefore. avtou 
should be absent on the second occasion. For a similar 
reason the latins a cn and most versions (but absolutely no 
Greeks but ] and Sod°® now first adduced by von Soden) 
supply avrov after tyv pntepa in the first place. My critics 
will please observe the advent of 2 and Sod°’ and the 
company which they keep. 
+rov (ante o€ouvs secund.) BLUWY Sod? 1 33 138 2”° and 
N° with the Georgian version, but these only followed by W-H 
and Soden. It seems to be a sheer ‘‘improvement’”’ em- 
phasising the matter upon the second mention of the vinegar : 
‘* sxevos exelto o£0us MEeoTOV * OTOYYOV ovV MEaTOV Tov ofous... 
It is in reality another question of the consideration given to 
“pairs.” (Soden says ‘‘xat 1 rou H**,” but Schmidtke’s 
edition says nothing of the kind, printing peorov o£ovs without 
Tov and without any kav). 


xx. 6 init. epyetas ovy Kat upov Iletpos FBLX et NT°W 33 56- 


58-61 397 Sod*! vg®™ W-H &: Sod txt. 


1 Wordsworth omits B*, and does not record that + (which he mentions) reads 
exactly with the coptics awtem et and not ergo et as vg®M, 
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‘(a) and arm substitute «ac for ovv, but none add exactly as 


the above (except vg®“) besides the sah and boh versions 
which have epyerar de eae as v alone of the Latins, so that 
I cannot place it exactly under “Coptic” or ‘‘ Coptic and 
Latin.” It seems to be undoubtedly an ‘‘ improving” 
accretion in common with sah boh and could not have been 
dropped by all the others if basic. Syr pesh and sin (now 
available again) have de without «az as the latin fragment v. fT 
The coptics preserve this AE but add ewe (boh), 2wwd 
on (sah). This @uvg, and not of simply, implies improve- 
ment to the narrative and equates etiam ipse as to Peter. 
Hence it is an accretion in sah boh which overflowed to 
BLXW. The others ignore it, including V and Paris’ and 
Cyril (Pers and Georg have no copula at all). 

xx. 13. I cannot let this little matter pass without remark. The text 
runs with great simplicity :— 
‘“* Kat NEYOUCLY AUTN EKELVOL * YUVAL, TL KNaLELS ; NEEL AVTOLS * OTL 
nNpav TOV KUpLOV fou Kat oUK olda Tov EOnKaY avToV.” 

Two slight changes of the same nature are here made respectively 
by Nand B. 

SN elides the initial «az, alone of Greeks (with 397 [ Sod°*°]) and against 
the weight of evidence, but in the coptic manner with sah syr sin pers 
and some Old Latins. Not so B. 

B, on the other hand, alone of Greeks, ADDS car as an introduction 
before the woman’s reply, reading «ae Aeyet avTols . oTL Npay.... 

This seems a small matter, but it is really of the utmost importance. 
At such a place an examination of the versions is immensely profitable. 
First then how do the Latins stand? None add any copula in the second 
place, but the reviser of g shows what he thought about it by improvising 
“ quae dixit”’ alone of Latins for dicit ets, actually suppressing avtos as 
EHus™* when reporting the matter ‘‘1) de ezrev”’ supplying an autem. Has 
B then no support from sah boh syr? No, none at all. They do not 
provide a copula, and pers beautifully says eev without avtos. When 
our investigation reaches aeth and arab they follow B’s intuition and add 
with him a «a. ‘Turn now to georg and the later saz and they also 
find it necessary to add something. But they add Twne. 

When Dean Burgon characterised N and B as ‘‘ two false witnesses ” 
was he so very far wrong? Is the evidence at this place not absolutely 
conclusive of the non-neutral character of their thinking process ? 

[In this conversation much more may be learned. Observe & in 
verses 15 and 16 again. | 


+ Correct von Soden as torandv. r reads awtem et but v only autem. Therefore 
substitute v for r in Soden’s apparatus under “ om. kav,” 
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omrov noav ot pwabntar (—ovvynypevot) N*ABDIWA* 44* 95 
122* 246* -k*™ o%** Sod’ 1°83 [ambo in Sinai] a? d g pw dim 
gat aur vgg 1/2 Vigil Taps syr pesh sin et W-H. 

This aggregation may look strong, but we miss the usual 
supporting cursives for such an omission, if basic. We miss 
LXW among the Greek uncials, while syr hier sah boh aeth 
arm georg slav (hiat goth) all have cvvyypevor with Hus Cyr‘* 
and bcefffgr 6 of the Latins. 

The followers of Hort are requested to place cvvnyuevor in 
the margin. Soden retains it in his text! 

It is not as if B were not given to “‘improvement.’”’ In the 

very next verse we have another “‘ pair”’: 
Kal Tas XElpas Kat THY TAEvpav by BA apparently quite 
alone, where the first «az has been inserted to ‘‘rhyme”’ with 
kat THY TAEvpay.. No others do it, not W nor Li nor V nor a 
single minuscule, nor can Soden produce one new witness 
among all his sympathetic codices. No Latins do it, no other 
version reflects it, yet Hort calmly includes it in his text with- 
out a syllable in the margin to indicate that only two Mss. out 
of thousands read thus. The Oxford edition of 1910 rejects it 
without comment. Butif ever anything were delcberate and 
not “‘unconscious”’ (as Hort says) on the part of B, this small 
matter is an example of deliberation. And observe that Hort 
rejected the reading of B above at xx. 13. He takes the «az 
here because A (alone) supports. Can foolishness go further ? 
aveBy B etc., or eve8n NUWYV, +ovv NBCLNXII?WY Sod”? 
1 [non fam] 22 33 91 138 239 2P¢ Laura’ Sod?! 4 1448 7 yg'ts 
boh sah syr hier Cyr (and ¢ vg” slav tunc adscendit, syr pesh 
sin aeth et adscendit). 

This is against D and the other twelve uncials plus II*, all 
the other minn, all the Latins except c, arm georg and pers, 
and looks very much like an addition to improve the sense. 
Notwithstanding the imposing array for +ovv I challenge it, 
and when the supporting testimony is analysed it proves to be 
weak, and not homogeneous. 
toutov + ovv NBCD [non Sod] 33 it vg boh sah Orig Anast 

Cyr W-H & [Sod]. 

| However in various endeavours elsewhere, in between these 
places, to be graphic in this chapter, the matter of copulas is 
manipulated by many of our documents, and it would not be 
wise to be didactic as to any of the numerous changes which 
follow. | 
ovx evrev Oe (pro Kat ovk evtev) NBCW 33 Sod’ © c boh 10/20 
sah 2/3 syr pesh hier sin verss al. alig. Orig Cyr Chro™ aia 
W-H [non Sod] (Om. copul. sah 1/3 boh 10/20 [hos negl. Sod.]). 
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This is distinctly what one would expect. ‘This word then 


went abroad among the brethren that that disciple would not 
die; but Jesus did not say...” 

whereas the majority of Greeks, with the Latins, a7m, and 
aeth [but the latter is negligible] say «av ove evmev, which 
seems far less natural. But that is just the point. If de 
were basic, who would ever have thought of changing to 
car? Clearly, we end as we began, with a charge against 
the B group—whatever its subsidiary company may. be—of 
manipulation of the record. The translator of pers saw so 
clearly how the sentence should run, to convey its full sense, 
that, going beyond the syriac, he says: ‘‘haud (tamen) quod 
non moriturus esset, dixit (Jesus), SED si velim...” bringing 
the sed in very late. As Malan translates: ‘‘ though he did 
not say that he may not die, but if I wish...” 

I do not fear to be accused of straining a point (and observe 
that Tischendorf and Soden reject the NBCW group here in 
verse 23), because in the very next verse B doctors the 

xxi. 24. record by adding «az (see under ‘‘ Solecisms’’) and generally 
shows a desire in this chapter to emphasise matters. Because 
Cyril joins B and the new ms W (the complete group for 6 
Kat paptupov is now BW Cyr [Soden adds Qp]) it does not 
mend matters. The very same point appealed to a small 
minority of late Latins, who add ille and write “ Hic est 
discipulus ze qui testimonium... .” 


Change without Improvement. 


iv. 46. ev kava (pro es tnv kavav) BN soli.t Is this neutral? Is 
it? I insist upon an answer, for it is either deliberate or the 
grossest kind of carelessness. It is not “‘neutral’’ apparently 
for Hort and the Oxford edition and Soden cast it out of their 
texts, nor could they do otherwise. Well, then it fulfils the 
other alternative of rank carelessness; but what kind of care- 
lessness? Evidently from a concurrent version. It is in the 
original Greek an instance of the accusative of motion after 
r\Oev. The verse opens: ndAGev ovy tad ers THY Kava. 
Kava being treated as indeclinable the Latins say in Cana, but 
the Coptics erxana (to the Cana). ™ however declines 
it and avoids any chance of difficulty by writing evs tnv cavay 


ev kava X” (his A*) and Sod‘ 8 the former at Sinai, the latter now at Athos, but both 


(cf. some vgg). B, unless he was somnolent while looking 


+ Soden reports 348 (his ™) for evs kava (—ryr), and further adds in support of B for 


largely sharing version influence elsewhere, as does 348 most distinctly and a real 


adherent of the B family. 
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at the Coptic, must have written it in from the Latin, as 
probably N. At any rate it is not only at the opposite pole 
to a “neutral”? reading, but it shows carelessness due to a 
sight of a version. Many things have previously tended in 
this direction. Must I go further than this to prove my point ? 
The critics certainly cannot fall back here on a joint common 
Greek base being responsible for readings visible in B and 
Coptic, or B and Latin, as they are never tired of dinning into 
my ears, and trying to make me appear over-ingenious or 
foolish. If the said imaginary lost Greek base influenced B 
why do the editors not adopt the reading ? 

One word more. In verse 47 (following) B, with NCLT” 
and DW with frag gr-copt (graeco) Crum-Ken, 33 69 [non 
fam | 213 3814 892 Sod’ [non Paris*’] only of Greeks and a d e 
l ¢ foss Orig, writes Kat npwta sine avtov with W-H Sod txt 
(against all the rest of the Greeks, the Syriacs, the Coptics 
and Aethiopic, which have avtov). Hence it. was a Graeco- 
Latin which doubtless misled B in verse 46. 

In verse 50 again B with only NDW Sod’?°° 587 sah ¢ d 1 
vg Cyr W-H & Soden writes emictevoev without a copula, 
against all the rest xa: error. and LT” 213 314 892 s emar. 
de. Although this style is Coptic, none but two boh codices 
suppress the copula here. It is again Latin or Sahidic 
influence. 

BNW only of uncials and 71 127 with ten other cursives and 
a dozen more of Soden add rns before TiBepiados. It does not 
seem to be called for nor do Tischendorf or Hort or Soden 
insert the article. Why not? Is B’s ‘underlying Greek 
text’ not basic here, supported as it is by NW and a score of 
cursives ? ; 

The whole spirit of the Gospels is lost on B and on his 
frequent consorts Cl. Here is a case. For: “adr wa n 
ypabn TAnpwln* 0 Tpwywv MET EfoU TOY apToV eTnpev (Or 
ETNPKEV) ET ELE THY TTEPVay avtov’”’ of practically all authorities, 
BCL and four cursives (127* 249 b** 892) + vg™ [against all 
Latins and Tert] aeth sah [non boh] Eus?™ [but not Hus’™]} 
Cyre™ [but not Cyr] Origen ce [but against himself close 
by elsewhere] read wov tov aprov, apparently straining after 
the language of Psa. xl. 10 caz yap 0 avOpwros Ts expnvns jov 
ep ov edTLca, 0 ecOiwy apTovs fou eEeyaduvey eT Ee 
aTepvicuov. But our Lord did not say “as it is written” 
but ‘‘in order that the scripture might be fulfilled,” and if he 


T plus 213 (Sod!) Sod™0 151145 fam CN (and Soden tat evov without per’, evidently an 
error for pov [see his note ‘ per eyou | pov ete.”]). 
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chose to utter prophetic words, or John wrote down a wording 
agreeing with the fulfilment of the prophecy, would not BCL 
Orig have done well to hold to it and not to turn up the 
Psalm for “control.” As a matter of fact B bungles another 
matter, for he (and he alone) writes eve for em exe in the second 
clause, against the language of the Psalm. I fear Origen is 
implicated in the first misquotation, for he (once) is against 
himself (thrice) for pet ewov with ND wnc and WY all 
minuscules (but those named), and Paris’? i¢ vg Eus*™ 
Chrs Cyr Thdt® and all versions but aeth sah. In the 
Latin, mecum panem might easily have become mewm panem 
with some, but it has not. Only vg? (possibly vg”) have this, 
while q has mecum panem meum as E* and four boh mss. 
I cannot enter this under Coptic, for boh so positively opposes 
sah which goes with BCL. It must remain a lamentable 
exhibition of a non-neutral text, which Hort has foisted on 
to us, printing the sentence in capital letters as a quotation, 
which it is not (for it does not even say “that the scripture 
may be fulfilled which saith,” but merely “that the scripture 
may be fulfilled”), and failing to see the beauty of the 
application of the words to its fulfilment. Hort has no 
marginal alternative and no note in ‘ Select Readings,’ but 
Souter does not feel perfectly happy about his master’s 
wonderful methods here. While his Oxford edition of the 
R.V. keeps ov in the text it gives us not only per ewov in 
the margin, but Souter jots down the evidence besides in his 
note. Will he please observe now that while 892 goes with 
B, which he forgot to note (covering the three mss by “al. 
pauc.”’) that W and Paris*’ oppose, as well as Tertullian. And 
will Soden please to note that his text ‘‘euov” is without Ms 
support. 

(The only authority to strive after verbal conformity to the 
LXX is e, which has adampliawit = eweyadvvev for the ernpev 
or ernpxev of the rest. This Tischendorf does not mention 
nor Soden.) 

In a case of this kind the supporting cursives should be 
carefully examined. He should not say “min pauc” but 
specify them. Sometimes a mixed band of cursives} join 
S or B for a reading in which some common change is judged 
desirable, or is the result of a common error, but this lot, 
127 249 892 b*t, is not a common lot. In fact the only 


+ This is another point which Soden does not appreciate, for he omits cursives 
reported by Mill, Wetstein and the older collators even when B has no other support but 
that of these. ’ 
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semi-outsider is b*™. The other three have definite affiliations 


with the B stem and the B traditions.t They have weight 
merely as confirming that B or the prototype of B read thus. 
They do not represent a separate line. 127 is a very critical 

’ codex (sometimes alone with Origen), 249 excessively so, and 
892 is about as close a late document as we can get to B. 
Soden’s added mss will also bear investigation. 

Observe next that when Hort prints this as a quotation in 
capitals, following the form of BCL, it does not yet agree 
with the LXX, the printed text of which (exactly as in B’s 
own Old Testament volume) has aptovs pov and not mov tov 
aptov, so that it should not be dignified with capitals. 

Another point remains to be noted. The LXX quotation 
closes ‘em eve TTepyicmov’ aS against ‘em eue THY TTEpyaV 
auvtov. Where was 33 above? Absent from the B ranks. 
But here, with 69 [non fam] 71 248 253 259 .7°* Sod"! and 
Origen 1/4 Hus?“ it suppresses tnv before mtepvay to get as 
near the O.T. quotation as it can. The testimony therefore of 
33 here is important against B in the previous matter. Finally 
the Chr codices vary much among themselves, some following 
the LXX for wrepyicuov, showing how all turned up the 
passage for control.. Yet none but BCL, those cursives named, 
aeth sah, one latin codex, Hort, Soden and the Oxford edition 
propose to mutilate the N.T. record. 

xvi. 13. Similarly B is implicated with all other Greeks (axovcer or 
axovon) in apparently changing the axover of NL [negl. Sod 
L| 33 Ath 1/2 Cyr 1/2 b el foss Ambr 1/2 slav goth sax; as 
Tisch says ‘‘offendebat axoves et propter Xadnoet mutandum 
videbatur.’ One boh Ms and aeth georg have the past tense 
nxovoe, Which here properly ranks with the present as against 
the future. Of course it is possible to argue from a doctrinal 
point of view that the more authoritative present tense in 
speaking of the Third Person of the Trinity has been put in by 
NL 33, but no one of these ss is given to this kind of thing, 
and it may well be basic, particularly as b supports. I have 
great confidence in b in cases of this kind.{ Compare the 


¢ Observe 127 at xiv. 26/27 + eyo with BL alone, and note 249 in countless places. 

t Observe in xvi. 18 the “ shorter text”” in NDW fam 1 fam 18 al. pawc. and Paris’ 
ofi—6 Aeyer with bade ff syr hier arm sah georg, whereas B with the lonely company 
of 218 897 aeth omits rs NaXec at the end of the verse, which Hort proceeds to place in 
square brackets, leaving the previous o Aeye: to stand. What kind of “ neutral” is this 
with only these in support? The Oxford edition removes the square bracket and scouts 
the idea of B’s “ neutrality.” Another sunstroke of B, no doubt. Soden produces the 
two cursive witnesses named, viz. 213 and 397. Observe them elsewhere with B. But 
Soden does not remove ri Aader on their added authority, recognising that they are of 
one plumage. 
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amplification in verse 15 dua tovto evmov ott ek Tov epLou 
NapBavec (corresponding to akover) Kar dvayyeret vuw 
by B and the mass. 

(S lacks all verse 15 from an error of homoioteleuton ; N° 
has Anurperac and avayyedXer). 
expavyacav eyovtes (pro expavyafov rey. vel expalov ey.) 

BD” 33 1381 157 249 435 604 al. aliq. et Sod™™ et a. 

Westcott and Hort adopt this change of tense although 
reyovtes follows, and they do it against the vast majority and 
against Cyr (expafov) and against Origen (expavyafov). Wiser 
far are the Revisers who recall expafov deyovtes, and Soden 
with expavyafov NeyouTes. 

NS has eAeyov for exp. Xeyovtes and Paris” expavyafov without 
Aeyovtes, and 71 expafov without Aeyovtes, none apparently 
expavyacav without XeyorTes. 
eduywa (pro prypa) N*BW soli (e malagmam). N° corrects 
this. It cannot be right, although Hort has to adopt it in his 
text. B then substitutes a voll for a mixture. (With S and W 
the case is not quite the same; see below). And e adopts a 
kind of half-way house with malagmam for mixturam. As to 
puywa it is itself an ara& rey. in the N.T.: edvypua does not 
occur at all, and forms of ekucow only twice (Heb. i. 12 ersEevs, 
Rev. vi. 14 ehuccopevov). A few MSS read opeypa, but Soden 
cannot find any additional testimony for ediypa. 

Now, while B alone has depwv ediyya, N and W have 
exov ertyya. This eyov is pure bohairic [against sah 
ACIEINE = nveyxe as syr pesh and other versions]. How eyov 
of boh (which has O-wgetrged, as sah Fowgety aed) came to 
be tacked on to edAvypa and replace gepwy piypa of all other 
Greeks and all other versions would be a mystery if I had not 
already shown the extraordinary and hitherto unappreciated 
close inter-relationship of the versions with the Greek mss of 
Egypt. Incidentally this very eywr of NW boh (soli inter 
omn.) 18 ample proof that boh is as old as NW. They must 
have got it from-boh. Boh could not have got it from them 
not being in close enough sympathy in the neighbourhood to 
warrant any accusation that boh had used N or W in trans- 
lating. And observe the eywyr (lit. cui est) is used by boh°™ fF 
and is basic. As to edvyya substituted for piypwa by NW, 
taken in connection with eywy substituted for depwr, it is clear 
that both N and W were using some critical helps. Possibly 
some early Egyptian commentary explained that puyya 


t+ Only the boheatenaN has “ and he brought” OOO, ACNE as sahom ACEMNE. 


Note. 
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involved a package of some kind and used the word edvypa. 
But edvywa must be wrong or it would have overflowed into 
the coptic. The coptic words corresponding to pryya (here 
transliterated plainly from the Greek) are quite different. 

It has often been said that W-H have been unfairly accused 


of printing the readings of Balone. Yet here is a case in point. They 
print depwr edryua, which is only read by B. 


John 


i. 6. 


vi. 45. 


Indeterminate. 


>AGivar vdprar (pro vdprar NOwar) NBUXWV 33 185 314 
Paris*’ Sod" only of Greeks, plus arm? only of Versions, 
plus c only of Latins and vgg aur W-H and Soden texts. 

This order of the ten Greeks is opposed by all other 
Greeks and 892, by both Coptics, by the Syriac [hiant syr cu 
sin], and by all Old Latins but c. 

It is very clearly a question here of a real ‘‘ neutral”’ text 
for NB (since they are agreed and supported by the subsequent 
copyists LXV) or of a deliberate change, for a reason which I 
do not understand.t Malan makes his arm codex read with 
them, and it is the way the sazon expresses it, but this is 
merely following vulgate order, which St. Jerome obtained 
from a codex similar to NB. ‘The suspicious part is the 
solitary adherence of ¢ [D d are still missing] with which even 
the Aethiopic does not agree (= hydriae sex lapidiae), for c 
has been tinged with much Egyptian revision. How is it that 
all the rest are opposed to these ten Greeks and c ? 

Note that S with a@ e arm subsequently omits Kcecmevar. 

This shows that the foundation of the arm text here is similar, 
as well as old. 
The textus receptus reads 0 axoveas and palwy (ras 0 akovaas 
Tapa Tov Tatpos Kat palwv epyetat mpos pe) in which it is 
supported by NABCKLTII Sod al. c f Ht vg Orig”® Cyr’, 
but opposed by o axovey of the rest andabdeg q foss gat 
Hil etc. Who is right? Tert seems to show that he read 
axovoas, for alluding (Prax) he says Omnem qui a patre 
AUDISSET et DIDICISSET venire ad se. Here it is true he reads 
didicisset into waOwrv, whereas wadwv seems to imply a con- 
tinuance of action. 

It is a pretty place to try and settle. 


t Observe that 71 348 omit AcAwar and 6°* omits Aida «€ [neither mentioned by 


Tisch]. Does this cursive (so important often elsewhere), not mentioned here by Soden, 
perchance hold the original base ? 
t 7 is mutilated here, although Soden quotes it with ¢ f ff. 
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xi. 54. I confess to the feeling of being on very tender ground here. 


In the final clause cakes dteTpuBev peta Tov wabntwv of most 
and D, with latt, SBLW only with 249 397 Paris®’ Sod#®™* r Orig 
substitute ewervev for duetpyBev. This is also clearly shared by 
sah boh (aeth 2), using ACIUQUUTIE here (as against a different ex- 
pression in iii. 22), although Tischendorf does not mentionit. He 
remarks ‘‘ dsetpiBev vero practer hunc locum im N.T. non legitur 
nist Joh iii. 22 et passim in actis.” We have had duetpiBev 
before then in St. John at iii. 22 in exactly the same kind of 
phrase: ‘“‘ «ae exer SuetpiBev pet avtwy Kat eBarrifev,’ but 
we have also had ewevev several times (iv. 40 Kau epervev exer 
dvo nmepas, i. 12 Kas exer ewewvayv ov ToANas nuepas, X. 40 Kae 
evecvev exer, and in this chapter at xi. 6 tote pev emewvev ev @ 
nv tow dvo nmepas). 

The double argument can therefore be drawn, first that 
the mass of authorities borrowed évetpeBev from John i. 22 
by way of improvement [but why should they want to im- 
prove here ?], or secondly that NBLW recollected, preferred, 
or borrowed exevev from the other passages cited. dverpuBev 
does not occur again in St. John, whereas uévm occurs many 
times (notably at xiv. 25 ravta NedadynKa vLY Tap vpLY pEvoV) 
and is a word whose parts occur over thirty times in St. 
John’s Gospel with a variety of subjects (of the Spirit at 
the Baptism, of the body of Jesus remaining on the cross, 
of the beloved disciple remaining till he came etc.) besides 
being of frequent occurrence in St. John’s epistles. Therefore 
speaking in a Johannine way eyewev would be much more 
familiar to the ear than dvetpsi8ev. As 249 joins the little 
band for ewewev, and was with them in other questionable 
changes in ch. xi., I incline to think that eevev is revision 
of the basic text, for what purpose it is difficult to say. 
Certainly dvetpiBev is the proper antithesis to meprerater at 
the beginning of the verse rather than the colourless eyewev. 
A solid consensus of syr and latin here for dvetpiBev opposes 
the few Greeks with copt for evever, and Burkitt’s canon here 
can be applied in favour of syr and lat, the more so in view 
of the rest of the bad record of those favouring epewev. 
I have a feeling that ewecvev is due to Origen’s restless activity. 
He quotes thrice, each time with NBLW eewvev, just as, a 
little further on, at xi. 57, Origen”® with only NBIMW and 
eight cursives (so W-H « Soden texts) countenances the 
substitution of evtoXas for evtoAnv of all other mss and all: 
versions. NB Origen here mean to imply the giving of com- 
mands right and left to take our Lord, and were not satisfied 
with evtodknv. Lest I should be misunderstood in saying 
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that I have a feeling about Origen deliberately making the 
other change, I would add that Chrysostom’ gives away the 
mental attitude involved, by confirming my views as to the 
second case, as he writes car ebwxav Tapayyerdcas [non cit. 
Sod], varying the word but expressing the plural. 

Westcott and Hort say nothing in ‘Notes on Select 
Readings’ about dverpeSev/ewervev—which surely is a key-note 
to revision on one side or the other—although in these notes 
on the very verse they discuss the locality of the place 
mentioned. Observe my remarks on xiv. 7 under ‘‘ Synonyms,” 
which throw a strong sidelight on the matter. | 

[Another substitution occurs at xiv. 16, of the Paraclete, 
where % and B and LQX, but in differing positions, substitute 
7 for wévyn of most, but pévy here may have crept in from the 
Hever used in verse 17 following]. 

XV1. 28. ex tov Tatpos BC*LXW?[ Sod contra. Lake|t 33 249 
Sod te famECN Hiph W-H & Sod tat. 
Tapa tov matpos Nrellet WV? minnCyr (Chramo) (Cf. verss) 
(—e&\ Gov rapa tov matpos DW bd (e ff)) Cp. verse 27 and 
the end e&n\ ov, reduplicated at the beginning of verse 28. 


B and Origen in Conflict. 


mire 9. és BAD*GUAWY min® W-H & Soden, but Orig Cyr 6 
with S Sod’ and the rest. 
50. azroOvnoxn B Eus soli et W-H™. Orig atoOavn as all 
others (but V azrorntaz, and teOvnFerar Clem™eo%t), 
52. tyv capKa avtou BTi 892 ¢ but opposed by Orig and 
Sod'**4 5469 (fam 8) sah, boh aeth Cyr who read with the large 
arm syr i Orig™ [W-H txt] © majority tv capca, 

vil. 39. +ayiov Sedopevov BX? (254) e g syr hier Orig 1/3, but 
distinctly against Orig and Orig’ elsewhere, who with 
NKTII Sod Cyr Hesych add nothing. (See under ‘ Con- 
flation ” for further remarks.) 

vill. 52. Oavatov ov pn Oewpnon (pro ov pn yevontar Gavatov) B 
213 Paris®’ Hust 32 e (sax) contra mundum et contra Orig"®, 
See remarks under ‘‘ Improvement.” 

x. 8. add ove  B omn. (adda ove DX) but Orig thrice cau ove with 
pers only and vg*®, Soden does not deign to notice this thrice 
repeated reading of Origen. Why not? Pers [not mentioned 


+ I have grave doubts as to Soden’s correctness in such places as to ¥, Notice here 
in his upper notes that he adds D (I®5) for ex tov tarpos whereas in the lower ones he 
admits that D with W omits the clause altogether ! 
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Xi. 


Xi. 
Xili. 


XV. 


XVl. 


XVI, 


XVill. 
XIX, 


. Kat Ocacapevor 6 eTorncev BC*D W-H™ & Sod™, but a 
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by Tiscnendorf (never quoted by Soden) | is a most important 
witness, perhaps going back of syr sin here. 


. npeev SB soli et W-H tat, but Orig?" with all the rest acper. 
. > emoincev onuetov ovde ev = Orig with KLMXII and WY 157 


and a few against onpecov eroinoev ovdev of B and most. 


a 


Orig?'™ies with the majority. 


. oT cuudeper wa els avOpwros atobavn uTrep Tov Naov So NX” 


sah™ 252 Thdt Chr, as in xviii. 14, without vue or naw; but 
BDLMXE add vyuzv after cvpdepee with Orig", whereas 
Orig*Ptes with Hustath and Cyr is for the addition of nev, 
as are ARGHIKSUAAIIWYW Sod’ minn®! c¢ f g r etc. sah 
syr arm aeth and all other versions except the itala. As to 
W that Ms joins the latter company and Origen. 


53. For cuveBovrevoavto Origen witnesses twice with the mass, 


and but once for eBovrAevcavto of NBDW Sod®°*:"° Ath 
(Paris®’ reads cvveBovdAevearTo). 


. Ovyatep ®& mult et Orig”, Ouyatnp B mult. 
. Origen is on both sides many times, but, as edited, has rapadw 


against mapasor of N*BD* soli cum W-H tat [nil mg]. 


. Origen 6/7 confirms N and ¢ vg Hier Tert for verac@ar with- 


out any addition. 


. tore before ovy: mavtes BCLW 383 213 Sod** Cyr W-H & 


| Sod], but not Orig. 


. > uu reyo B*! pers (pro Neyo vauw rell et Ath Orig’). At 


x. 7 where B does the same thing Orig is not available; at 
x. 1 Clem Cyr Chr Lucif and Orig’ oppose B. 


27. —tore NDL 2?° Paris’ Sod*®° it! syr sin boh 1/38 sah Cyr 


and Origen 3/7. When he does add he says e:ta. 


eos av 251 and Origen [Sod does not mention Origen], but 


ews ov NB and all except X = ews (—ov). 
(Origen’s looseness is seen at xiii. 19 where he has evap for 
oray once, and xiil. 27 evra for tore). 


. hewn most and Hus Cyr, and eupewn Orig, but wevrn NBL 


213 Paris” W-H & Sod. 


. epxetat (—addr\a) NBC*D*LXYII? and W I[non fam] 33 


69 [non fam] 213 Paris Sod’ "” sah etc. (see under ‘ Coptic 
and Latin”) but against Orig Ath and Cyr, who have 
annra. 


. tratevn N*BC*W Clem Eus W-H, but miotevon all others 


and Orig Ath Cyr and Sod tzt. 


. -ott NBADLNXITWY Sod but against Orig and Cyr. 
. expavyacav Reyovtes BDV min“ a@ W-H, but Orig 


expavyafov Ney. with W and many, and expafov rey. Cyr and 
many. 


John : 


xix, 26. 


od. 


41. 


Sexes, 
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—avtovu after tn wntpe NBLUXWY 1 22 138 Paris” Sod? 

b e Cyr W-H & Sod txt but none of the others nor N nor 

Origen. 

> Tnv Trevpav avtou Orig’ and 69-346 258 317 348 397 Hust 

53 bis Paris’ only of Greeks with lat syr, against avtou ty 

mrevpay all other Greeks, Coptic and (Hus). 

eteOn nearly all and Origen, but NBW Paris” Laura‘! and 
Cyr nv rePetpevos. 

> pn antov wou B Tert et verss aliq but Origen’ with 

all others and a host of supporting Patristic testimony um 

fou aTrTou. 


. twos bis B (sol inter gr) ae f syr Cypr Orig™ Eus Aug 


Pacian Auct™™, but against the other Latins, against all the 
Greeks [but B] and against Origen™*} Bas Cyr™* Novat ete. 


. —outos 3 250 co"? y* al.? and Origen with Chr 1/2 Cyr 1/2, 


while NBCDW 1 33 2°° latt syr copt place ovtos before o Xoyos, 
and the rest after it. Origen therefore is the most “‘ neutral ”’ 
of the three groups. 


+ Tisch omits 258 and Hust 58. Paris®’ is new testimony. 
t Unless Tisch has greatly erred. Soden quotes Qp as if Origen’s Greek on the side 
of B where Orig" only seems to belong. 
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CHAPTER X. 


“The real text of the Sacred Writers does not now, since the originals have been 
so long lost, lie in any ms or edition, but is dispersed in them all.””—Bentley. 


‘No authority has an unvarying value, no authority is ever homogeneous.’’— 
Westcott (‘ St. John’s Gospel,’ p. xc.). 


EPILOGUE. 


THE foregoing pages leave much unsaid. Many grave passages 
have not passed under review, because they have often been dealt with 
elsewhere. But the composite picture left seems absolutely opposed to 
a superior claim first for the shorter text; secondly for the neutral and 
unprejudiced text; thirdly for a text free from local preferences of 
grammar and syntactical structure. On the contrary, Hort’s description 
of the Ms B is contradicted again and again, and I have found him follow- 
ing B with additions more often than with subtractions. But enough 
has perhaps been said about all these matters. 

What I wish to emphasise in this Epilogue is that the assumption 
(upon which the text of W-H is absolutely and indubitably founded), 
viz. that a conjunction of NBL must be right, carries with it the corollary 
that everything else—twenty uncials and the versions combined—is wrong 
if opposing. It seems like an unnecessary truism to state this at all. 
But the point involved is a grave one. It lies at the root of the whole 
question of textual criticism, of textual principles, and of the next 
revision of the Greek and English texts. To suppose that these twenty 
uncials and versions are wrong, when opposed to NBL, presupposes 
a most extraordinary thing. It predicates no less a theory than that 
they all proceed from one erroneous revision of the basic text of NBL, 
which is manifestly and absolutely impossible when one consults the 
documents themselves. The reverse is what I claim. The reverse is 
what I am here contending for. And the reverse is so much easier to 
understand. The aberration of NBL from the mass involves but one 
recension, and the character of that recension I have tried to indicate 
in the foregoing pages. Where NBL try to “improve,” it must be 
shown that the other side, that the great mass of our other witnesses 
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have been deliberately revised by some one to give us a poorer Greek 
text. On the contrary, the simple testimony of these shows that the 
recension they represent was not striving after classical Greek expressions. 
Again, the other theory presupposes an introduction of pleonasms, which 
NBL try to remove. This carries veritable foolishness on the face of it. 
When NBL make an addition to improve the sense, it involves the 
_ other theory, the assumption that the mass deliberately (one and all) cut 
out these additions. 

The foregoing pages have been wrung from me by the persistent 
refusal of the critics to see that an Antioch ‘‘ revision’”’ such as they 
suppose would have been a crazy one indeed to remove all the ‘‘ good”’ 
things in N and/or B; and by their failure to appreciate that Greek- 
Egypt was the hot-bed of revision in the third century, continuing 
throughout the fourth, while poor ‘‘ Antioch ”’ pursued the even tenour of 
its way. 

I have therefore tried to sketch, in a military way, the strength and 
the weakness of certain strategic positions, in the hope that light may 
break in on the whole position of modern criticism, so resolutely 
defended for 100 years by repeated obiter dicta but by very little else. 

I had not intended at first to extend the enquiry so as to cover 
the history of NS separately. But this will be found completely done 
Gf not quite exhaustively down to every minute detail) in Part II. 
This study has involved over a hundred thousand checking references 
and the work had to be done very rapidly so as not to lose the threads 
and cross-threads. Personally, I have been more than repaid for the 
six months of hard work expended upon it, and everything I have ever 
contended for has found ample confirmation in the pictures painted.f 

But all these minute matters, handled in both Part I. as to B ard 
Part II. as to NS et rell, only lead up to the larger questions still swb 
judice as to the omissions at Luke xxii. 43/44 and Luke xxiii. 34 which 
I have not discussed at all. 

The minute examination however of the idiosyncracies of N and B, 
- and the sides which they take in combination otherwise, form the 
necessary foundations for any deductions which are to be drawn in certain 
other weighty matters. 


Luke xxu. 43/44. 


The omission of the account of the bloody sweat from Luke xxii. 43/44 
can safely be attributed to the transfer marks in early Lectionaries (or 
I should say Gospel books marked as Lectionaries) which misled some 


+ I have amalgamated some of Tischendorf’s notes, thus, I hope, making matters 
much clearer in many places. Soden carries the separation of readings to such a point 
that it is almost impossible to regroup the passages, 
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scribes whose copies were already covered with textual notest if not 
attributab'e to the influence of the docetists of Alexandria. 

To this day Burkitt speaks of St. Luke xxii. 43/44 (the bloody sweat) 
as among ‘‘the Greater Interpolations”’ |‘ The Old Latin and the Itala,’ 
p. 47]. The facts are all against this being considered as an Interpolation 
at all. But recently the Bishop of Ely (J.T.S. Jan. 1912, pp. 278/285) 
has provided a fresh argument for the reception of these verses as being 
entirely genuine, part of the record, and in the handwriting of St. Luke.t 
The Bishop has argued at length for mpyv7s yevouevos (Acts 1. 18), as to 
Judas, being a medical term employed by St. Luke, meaning that ‘“ he 
became swollen up” as opposed to the general translation hitherto in 
vogue, and his view appears largely justified by the facts which he 
addjuces. If this be the case then cal yevowevos év ayovia stands 
in the sam3 position as a medical term in Luke xxii. 44. 

This expression medically for ‘“‘ becoming ”’ is prevalent in St. Luke, 
just as we say ‘“‘ He is becoming better (or worse), ‘‘ he is becoming 
weaker,” “‘he is becoming feverish,” ‘‘ he is becoming deaf,” “‘he is 


becoming mad,” “he is becoming unlike himself,” ‘‘he is becoming 
nervous,” ‘‘he is becoming crotchety,” ‘‘he is becoming saner,” ‘‘ he is 
becoming tired,” ‘““he is becoming anxious,” “he is becoming stupid,” 


‘‘he is becoming hungry” [¢f. Act x. 10 éyévero 88 mpocmevos Kal ere 
yevoas0a of Peter], “‘he is becoming more free from pain,” ‘he is 
becoming cruel,” etc. etc. 

Examine St. Luke’s diction for a parallel to yevouevos &v aywvia 
besides the well known one in Acts xii. 23 Kal yevouevos cxornKoBpwtos, 
and we are struck at once in: 

Acts xii. 11, of St. Peter, by the expression: «al 6 Ilétpos yevomevos 
é€v éavt@ ‘coming to himself,” and in: 

Acts xvi. 29, of the Jailer: cai évtpopos yevopmevos, all three 
expressions involving a mental attitude. Note Acts xxil. 17 yeveo@ae 
pe €V EKOTACEL, 

This is also singularly illustrated in Acts xv. 25 yevopévois 
gui Curae tas of the Apostles and elders of the Church being mentally 

‘in accord, 

The peculiarity of St. Luke’s use of éyévero is well illustrated at 
Luke xvi. 22 of the death of the beggar in the parable of Dives and 
Lazarus: éyéveto 6€ atodaveiv tov mTwxov, as it were “ finally came 
to the point of death ’’ from exhaustion, whereas the rich man’s death 
(xvi. 2! 2) is dismissed with dé@ave &€ Kal 0 mAOVGLOS. 


t For stietie obeli, indicative of various matters, were very liable to confusion. See 
p. 304 note. 

tI am indebted to Professor Rendel Harris for pointing this out to me. 
Dr. Harris in his pleasant and modest manner accepts the Bishop’s interpretation of 
mpynryis yevopevos against his own previous view and applies it to yevduevos ev dywvia as 
another Lucan medical expression. Since this was written Dr. Harris has published a 
short article on the subject in the ‘ American Journal of Theology ’ for Oct. 1913. 
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Again, in Acts xxvill. 8 we read: éyéveto dé tov matépa tod LomXiov 
MupeTois Kal OvocevTEpla cuveyouevoy KaTaxeltcOat. Here again this 
“becoming”’ distinctly employed in connection with the medical terms 
“fever ”’ and ‘‘ dysentery.” Observe that in Luke xxii. 44 cal yevowevos 
ev aywvia is followed by éyéveto dé 6 iSpas adtod dcel OpouBot aiatos 
KataBaivovtes él tHv yhv.t 

St. Luke uses this of our Lord’s age (ii. 42) kal dre éyéveto érav 
d@dexa, “and when he reached the age of twelve.” 

Even of Judas the traitor, St. Luke says (vi. 16) ds Kati éyéveto 
mpoootns ‘who became a traitor,’ whereas Mark (ii. 19) = ds Kat 
Tmapéowxey avtov, and Matthew (x. 4) = 6 cal mapaédods avtov. 

Another apt Lucan illustration (Luke vi. 36) is the graphic yiveo0e 
oiKTippoves...Kadas Kal 0 TaTHp vudv oixtipnov eat. ‘Become ye 
merciful.. even as your Father ts merciful.’”’ This involves the whole 
Lucan vocabulary as to this medical term of becoming, whereas in 
St. Matthew (v. 48) (no exact parallel to this passage in the synoptics) 
the less careful expression dominant is écecOe otv wpeis TédeLoL ws O 
TAaTIP Uo O ovpavios Tédevds eotiv, missing St. Luke’s beautiful 
antithesis. Similarly St. Luke at xii. 40 says cat tyets (obv) yiverbe 
érouwot, which is also the expression in St. Matthew. 

Another mental process is involved at Luke xv. 10 ottw Aéyo ipiv 
yivetar xapa (or yxapa yivetar) évdriov Tav ayyédwv ToD Oeod... And 
cf. Act vill. 8 Kal éyéveto xapa peyarn év TH TOreEL Exelvy. 

The opposite is indicated at Luke xviii. 23, of the rich ruler: 
0 6¢ dxo’cas Tatta TepiruTos éyéveto,§ while St. Mark’s account 
runs: o 6€ otuvyvacas émt TH NOY aTANOEV AUVTOvpEVos, and St. 
Matthew's: dxovcas 6¢ 6 veavicxos aTANOEV AUT OUMEVOS. 

Again, where another parallel is involved in the matter of the 
talents, St. Luke says (xix. 17) ed ayaOé Sodde * Ore ev EXMayloTwH TLOTOS 
éyévov,... whereas St. Matthew xxv. in both verses 21 and 23 says: 
ev OovAe...€rl dAbya NS TLO TOS. 

Therefore at Luke xx. 14, where C fam 1 substitute €otas 1) 
KAnpovowia for yévntae % KAnpovouia they show an ignorance of 
St. Luke’s Greek and have merely followed syr. 


+ Cf. Hippoer™ic; iSpas wovdds axpnros yevopevos tyiaivovte vooov onpaivei. 
Hippocr®"4; dySoal@ pas éyévero kai wadw emebépynve i mddy iSpas. AristotPe rat animal ; 
f8n S€ riow iSpdca cvvéBn aiparddet mepertmpare bia kayeElav, Tod pev T@patos puddos Kat 
pavod yivopévor, rod b€ aiwaros eEvypavbévros 8’ dreypiay, aduvarovans Tis €v Tots PAeBiors 
Oeppdrnros récoev, Ov ddvyérnra. And again: (aiuatos) efvypatvopevov S€ Nav verovowv 
yiverat yap ixopoedés Kat Sioppodra otras ore ibn twes ticay aiparwody idpara. 

+ Observe below the contrast between qoBos eyev. and qidrovecia eyev. in Luke 
and Acts. 

§ NBL and Paris” only say éyevijn, probably an “improvement.” It is followed 
by Soden however (without new witness) as well as by W-H. 

In this connection note St. John’s (xvi. 20) ddX’ 7 Avan ipar eis yapay yernoerar. 
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And at Luke xx. 33 where we read év 1} otv avactdce: Tivos av’Tav 
yivetae yuvn, NDGLA min” show themselves in error by reading éotaz 
there, as St. Matthew xxu. 28 and St. Mark xii. 23. 

Yet another parallel emphasises the matter: Luke xxii. 26 we read 
duels dé odX OVTwS * GAN O pelbwv ev vuiv yevécOw ws 6 vewTEpos, Whereas 
St. Matt. (xx. 26/27) and St. Mark (x. 43/44) writing more amply apply 
yevécOar to peyas, but etvae both to dsaxovos and dodXos. 

Once more, we can point to a very exceptional passage in Luke 
xxlil. 24 as to Pilate: o dé [lendtos éméxpive yevécOar 70 altnua avTov, 
again involving a mental process and not very easy to translate. A.V. 


has: ‘‘And Pilate gave sentence that it should be as they required,” 
R.V.: “And Pilate gave sentence that what they asked for should be 
done.” The Lucan phraseology covering the transaction is utterly 


different from that in Matt. xxvil. 24 26, or in Mark xv. 15, or in John 
xix. 146812 14 15, and in the finale at 16. 

Another peculiar expression is at Luke xxiv. 22 d\Aa Kal yuvatkés 
tives €& nuov é&éatnoay nuas yevomwevar opOpival em) TO wvnuetov. Quite 
different at Mark xvi. 1 cal...épyovra: émi 70 uvfwa, or Matt. xxvii. 1 
ArOev...Oewphoa. tov tdapov, or John xx. 1 épxetac...els TO pynuetovr. 
(The exact Lucan parallel to these other passages is Luke xxiv. 1 7\@ov 
érl TO pynea.) 

For the rest observe carefully the following : 

Luke 
xxiv. 15. kal éyévero év TO Omirelv adtovs of the disciples going to 
Emmaus. 
51. kal éyéveto év To edNoyelv avTov of the ascension, 


XXVil. 36. eVOupor Oé yevomevor 
Xv. 89. éyéveto b€ mapoEvopmos 
. a / A 
X1x. 28. yevouevor tARpers Oupod 
(xiv. 5. ws d€ éyéveto opun TaV eOvOr... 
Q > , \ lal ¢ lal 
vi. 1. éyéveto yoyyucpos Tov EXXAnucTaL... 
xix. 23. éyévero 5€ Kata Tov KaLpov exelvov Tapayos orK ONYoOS TEpl THS 
0000 ) 


xxiv. 5. éupoBov 5é yevouévav a’tav 
. 87. Kal EudoBor yevouevor 


x. 4. EupoBos yevopuévos 
i. 19, ix. 42, xix. 17 yuworov éyévero 
Xxvil. 42. Bovd éyéveto 
xy. 7. Todds 6€ cuontHcews yevomévns 
xxi. 40. rods S€ auyis yevouerns 
xxili. 7. éyévero otdots TOV hapic. 
9. éyéveto dé kpavyn weyadn 
10. rodrijs 5é yevouévns oTacews 
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Then contrast Luke i. 65 cal éyéveto éml mdvtas fo Bos 
and Act ii. 43 éyéveto b¢ maon Woy} 66 Bos 
v. 5 11 éyévero Pd Bos péyas 
with Luke xxii. 24 éyévero dé kal hiNoverkia ev avtois To Tis 
avtav doxel eivar pelfov 


All this has reference to mental processes. Add: 
Luke 


Xxilil. 19. dotus Hv dua otacw Tia yevoméevny ev TH TOAEL 


(the other accounts differ) 
Act 


x1. 19. amo Tis Oriews THs yevoméevns 
Luke 

vi. 48. wAnuwpdvpas 6€ yevouévns 

iv. 25. éyévero Atos péyas 

xv. 14. éyévero Aupos toxupos (or layup) 

Note Act xxvi. 19 Bacided ’Aypinra ov« éyevouny aterOyjs again of 
the mental process; and, of time involved : 

Act 
xx. 16. éxpive yap 6 Iladnos (cf. Luc xxii. 24) rapatredoa tHv"Edecor, 
OTwS LN YEVNTAL AVT® YpovoTpiBnoa ev TH ’Acia. 

As to the proportionate use of yivowa: and its parts in the Four 
Gospels and Acts, note that it is used approximately 125 times in St. 
Luke, and about 110 times in Acts, as against about 70 in St. Matthew, 
not quite 50 in St. Mark, and about 45 in St. John. 


As regards the use by the others covering a mental process the 
ovcasions seem to be limited to the following : 
St. Matthew 
x. 16. yivecbe obv Ppdvipa... | Cf. Rom. xii. 16 uy yiverbe Ppovipor 
xxiv. 44. yivecOe €roipot Tap éavTois 
vill. 18. @s5 érictevoas yernOntw cot 
ix. 29. Kata tH wiotW Luov yernOnTo vty 
xv. 28. peyarn cov 1) tiatis * yevnOnTw cot ws GéereLs 
Xxi. 21. éav éynte wictw.. .yevijcetas 


vi. 26. kal mepidvTos yevomevos 0 Bacirers 


xx. 27. pr) yivou atiotos 
tAnd as a semi-medical term : 
oS ses Nan's) e \ , \o r . , 
xxvili. 4. «al éyévovto wae vexpot (or Kal eyevnOnoav ws vEeKpo/) 
—_ G4 > / @ \" fs 
ix, 26. kas éyéveTo waei vexpos 
John , ae : 
v. 6. OérXeus vytns yeverOat ; 
9, evOéws éyéveto vryts 
14. ie iryins yéyovas 
ix. 89. kal of Brérovtes TupAol yévwvrTat. 


+t Cf. Rom. vii, 13 rd ody dyabdy Epol yéyove (or eyévero) Oavaros ; 
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As to the Epistles, notice 
Rom. xi. 34. tis yap éyvm vodv Kupiov; 4 ris cbpBovros adtod éyéveTo; 
1 Cor. xiv. 25. Ta KpuTTa Tis Kapdias avTod davepa yivetat 
and perhaps as a semi-medical term : 
Phil. u. 7. €v opormpate avOparov yevopevos 
1 Cor. 1. 8. Kat eyo & acbeveia Kat &v poBw Kat &v Tpo“@ TOAA@ 
EVEVOMLNY TpOS Umas 
2Tim. ill, 11. ...70%s Suwypots tots mabjnwaciw oid por éyéveto €v 
"Avtioxela év “Ikovie év Avortpois. 

I have been at the pains to exhibit thus fully St. Luke’s partiality to 
the use of éyévero and yevomevos in connection with Kau yevomevos év ayavia 
for this phrase in xxii. 44 is a link of wndesigned coincidence with his 
language elsewhere. ~ 

Other medical writers seem to prefer aywviay or aywvicas. Thus, 
Aristotle: da ti of dywvidyTes iSpodat Tos Todas, TO Sé TpPdcwTrOV dv 
12.9) OTL) ayovia... 610 Kal WYPLOGL TA TPOTwWTA OL AYWVLOVTES... 
TOLOUTL YAP TOUTO OL AYWVL@VTES «.. 

And Theophrastus” "™"S 674 of Ay@viavTeEs Tos TOdAaS pact TO 
5€ TpocwTov ov.. Kal aywvia@yTes S€ od Sia PoBov TodTO TacxXoVOLW, 
GAA Ota TO padrOV exOepuaiverOar... 

And Galen®?s. ex Puls. giynows atucotdy Kal mafos wuxiKxov dpyro0evt@v 
) poBnOevt@yv 7) AYWVLTAVTO@DV.... 

So that a forger would have written at the opening of verse 44 
probably cat aywvidy or kal dywviacas instead of Kai yevouevos ev aywvia. 

Further, note that St. Luke’s éoyvew in verse 43 in the transitive 
sense (WpOn dé a’T@ awyyedos at’ ovpavod €vicyUwy avTor) is confined to 
himself and Hippocrates (6 6 ypovos tadta évicyvce TayTa). 

Also note that Aristotle, in speaking of bloody sweats, uses yiverar ; 
and that St. Luke’s expression in verse 44 of xataBSaivovres of the 
drops of blood agrees absolutely with Hzppocrates’ language repeated 
often on such subjects (see Hobart, ‘Med. Language of St. Luke’ 
pp. 80/84). 


Luke xxiii. 34. 


The second passage, as to the omission of the first Word from the 
Cross, is in a different class. And I protest most earnestly against 
the obiter dictum of C. H. Turner : f 

“Lk. xxiii. 34 the first Saying from the Cross is 
not part of the genuine text of St. Luke.” 

It is cruelly misleading the younger generation to state the matter 
in this offhand, not to say light-hearted way. 


t J.T.S. January 19138, p. 167, note 1. 
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+ Because BDT'WN®* 88 485 597 and Paris’ a d b** sah boh 1/2 syr 
sim Cyr omit our Lord’s prayer for his murderers, Turner makes this 
deliberate statement, which merely revives the decision of an Alex- 
andrian school which flourished some time between 200 and 450 a.v. 
After Cyril of Alexandria the Church decided that the Alexandrian 
school was wrong, and it had rectified the matter before the time of 
Oecumenius.{ Because Hort, basing himself on a wrong foundation, 
printed a text without this ‘Father forgive them for they know not 
what they do,” Turner would assure his world through the ‘ Journal of 
Theological Studies’ that the ‘‘ genuine text”’ is without it. 

It is quite unfair to render a decision or to claim a decision in this 
matter when the witnesses upon whom the judges rely are still under 
indictment for false witness in a multitude of other matters. I have 
put B in the dock now and accused him definitely and legally of 
false testimony on hundreds of counts. Let those who accept Hort’s 
teaching get an intelligent jury to acquit B on all these counts before 
we can pay any attention to a claim for that ms to be heard as an 
authoritative witness when in a very decided minority. I wished to 
put my latest researches in this matter of Luke xxiii. 34 before the 
readers of a Theological Journal, but I was informed that if I thought 
that I could teach its readers anything which Hort, Swete and Turner 
had not taught them I was very much mistaken. Thus the Editors con- 
fessed that the matter was prejudged and that new evidence (which was 
what I offered upon this and upon another point) did not interest the 
critics. This surely is nothing short of a riot of pride and self-confidence. 

As to the support which B now occasionally finds in the new ms W, 
it is to be remembered that W also supports N alone in equally important 


t+ Add So0d050 and Sodé3871, I think this is the full evidence to date for omission. Soden 
still cites b as if b* omitted, whereas he should know and probably does know that 
Buchanan discovered in 6* the prayer itself, and that it was b** who had suppressed it. 
Further 6* seems to give a very early and beautiful form of that Divine appeal, for b 
alone omits yap, saying : 

“Pater dimitte illis! Nesciunt quid faciant,” instead of : 

“Tlarep aes avrois, ov yap oiSaow ri rowotow.” 

Soden" has: ae 

“Tldrep apes avrois ti rowtaw’’ (—ov yap odacr), but otherwise the documents are 
agreed as to the regular form. Only A and syr hier© omit Marep. 

Const. has 6 rowtow for ri mowtow. Some Fathers (with pers) apes airois rhv 
dpaptiay Tavtny OY Tas dpaprias avroy, but retain yap before oidacw. 

Jacob’ is reported by Hws** Hesesivy ag ; mapaxddw kvpie O€e marep aes adrois* ov yap 
otdact Tl roLwovcw. 

t Oecumenius’ date is now fixed definitely circa 600 a.p. from his full commentary 
on the Apocalypse in the Messina ms No. 99, Von Gebhardt planned an edition of this 
but his death frustrated it. I have been instrumental in supplying Dr. F. Diekamp 
with photographs of the ms, and he will shortly publish an edition of it. In this 
Oecumenius, while using a text of the Apocalypse thoroughly Alexandrian, explains in 
his commentary that although Cyril disallowed Luke xxiii. 34 yet in his day the verse 
was authoritatively transmitted as genuine. See my article in the ‘American Journal of 
Philology’ for Oct, 1913. 
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matters, eg. at John ix. 38/39 WS and b (J), only, omit o de edn 
TLOTEUW KUPLE KAL TPOTEKVVNTEY AVTW KAL ELTEY O LNTOVS. The support 
of b is very important here. Our Lord’s speech in-NW 0 is thus 
uninterrupted: (37) evrev avtw o Inaovs Kat ewpakas avTov Kat 0 AaAwV 
peta cov exewos eat (39) evs KPa EeyYw els TOV Koopov TovTOV ndOoV... 
Therefore, as Hort said, N and B go apart a long way back, and neither 
of them is neutral. 

Enough has been said, I think, to justify my contention that B is 
not ‘‘ neutral.” 

I do not pursue the matter beyond the Gospels in all its detail, 
although many of the same features are visible in the Epistles, chiefly 
because, pending Mr. Horner’s and Mr. White’s labours on the Coptic and 
the Latin respectively, my materials are not complete, nor have we a com- 
plete ‘‘ Old Syriac,” but we can illustrate the same points, as is done beyond. 

One word more here as to W. This new witness is going to take a high 
place among our Gospel codices and rank with D to control 8 and B. 

T would warn the public against a feature connected with this. 

When the critics who will sit in judgment on me find a place 
where W agrees with B, as at Luke xxi. 34, they will exult and say : 
“There! You see, Hort is vindicated. W agrees with his omission 
which was based on N*BD sah (boh).” And they, being more con- 
vinced than ever themselves, will seek to convince you. But, be not 
deceived! This is merely an Egyptian excision involving W_ here 
(for observe that the only new witness lately to hand is yet another - 
Egyptian codex T’). W is a weapon just as sharp to cut their theories 
and their readings as to support them. 

When, for instance, the critics will say to you that é¢’ judas by NB 892 
Sods W-H™' for ‘mpos twas” in Matt. x. 13 is supported by W, and 
therefore poor Hoskier is wasting his time talking of “pairs” in this 
connection and seeking to convince you that NBW were “ improving,” 
you, benevolent reader, being an independent observer, should look 
further, and you will then see that W does not support 8 immediately 
thereafter at x. 15 for +n before youoppwv, nor does it support B at 
x. 16 for e’s wecov instead of év peow. 

In fact W generally goes against N and B much more than with 
them, and when it is for them the same reasons generally apply of 
revision of W in Egypt which caused these readings, but which did 
not extend to the other more radical ones. 


- Hesychius and Origen. 


Whether Dr. von Soden and Professor Sanders are justified in 
adopting ‘‘ Hesychian”’ as the true name for the Egyptian recension, or 
whether Origen is the more responsible for it, cannot be determined with 
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accuracy. In some respects however ‘‘ Hesychian”’ is a misnomer as 
we have no data to go by, whereas Origen’s writings give us data, and 
the cursive MSs 33 and 127 confirm the fact that Origen altered texts, 
for these two Mss sometimes agree alone with Origen against NB and the 
rest of the Egyptian group. 


As to Dean Burgon. 


In closing let me say that Burgon’s position remains absolutely 
unshaken.f He did not contend for accsptance of the ‘‘ Textus 
Receptus,” as has so often been scurrilously stated. He maintained 
that NB had been tampered with and revised and proved it in his 
‘Causes of Corruption.” He sought the truth wherever it might be 
recovered and did not stop at Origen’s time. The material discovered 
since his day has not shaken his position at all. We seek the truth 
among all our witnesses, with unnecessary subservience to no one 
document or congeries of documents, deriving patently from a single 
recension. Nearly all revision appears to centre in Egypt, and to 
suppose all the other documents wrong when opposed to these Egyptian 
documents is unsound and unscientific, for we must presuppose not only 
“Syrian” revision but a most foolish revision which did away with 
these ‘improvements’ of the Egyptians and Alexandrians, or which 
destroyed the ‘‘neutral”’ text without rhyme or reason. Have I made 
myself clear ? 

What Dean Burgon was chiefly concerned about was the lack of 
a scientific basis for our textual criticism. It is absolutely necessary to 
grasp this fact for a proper understanding of the whole matter. 

A scientific basis can only be obtained after we have made ourselves 
masters of a scientific knowledge of the real history of transmission, and 
of the interaction of the versions upon each other and of the versions 
upon the Greek texts. 

It is impossible to “‘ revise’ or compile a text from documents about 
which we have known so little. very new document published helps to 
shed light on the ones already known. Few as have been the new 
editions of Greek documents, we have already been able to learn a good 
deal from them. Much more can be learned if we will extend our 
examination. It is useless to cry for more light from history, or to 
deplore the lack of more data than we have got from the historical 
writings. It is also useless to sit down and say, like some critics, that 


+ Upon two matters we must revise his position. His critics refuse to be 
influenced by any array of Patristic testimony against B, so that we must convict B, 
as I have done, in another way. Secondly, Burgon did not correctly estimate Codex D. 
Notwithstanding all the curious harmonies in this ms its base is profoundly ancient and 
important. The Latin ms 6 must in future be considered much more carefully than 
heretofore. 
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as history is silent on certain points we can never know more concerning 
these matters unless further historical documents are brought to light. 
Existing Sacred Manuscripts teem with information if we will only dig 
below the surface. 

It is now 25 years since Dean Burgon passed away, and I ask myself 
what progress his opponents have made. 

The answer is that after 25 years they have discovered some flaws 
in the Hort textual theory and have partially dethroned B from the 
paramount position it occupied in the Hort text. 

There are further steps to be taken in this process, if I mistake not, 
and I hope that what I have written will tend further to clear the 
ground for a more intelligent view of the situation. The weight assigned 
by Burgon to Patristic testimony has been disallowed, but his indictment 
of B as a false witness is abundantly proved. 


Codex B outside the Gospels. 


When we pass from the Gospels to the region of the Acts and the 
Epistles we subside at once into smoother waters, yet the self-same 
features as to B are to be observed there also. It would perhaps be 
tedious, although quite profitable, to follow B over all this ground. For 
the sake of brevity I will confine the examination to the Epistles of St. 
James and of 1 Peter, the latter so largely attested by sub-apostolic 
Fathers. We find, as I say, the same features. _ 


As to “ forms”’ and “‘ synonyms” we find at: 


James 


ti. 26. xaduvov (pro yakwaywyeov) B only, and have to assume, if B 
be ‘‘neutral,” that all others, even the closest supporters of B, 
use a longer synonym. The word recurs at Jas. ill. 2, yadwa- 
yoynoat, but nowhere else in the N.T. Observe however that 
Polycarp (Phil. 5) uses yadwvaywryourtes. 

iv. 9. petatpatnte (pro petactpapyto) BP ac Thpyl W-H™. 

v. 4. apvotepnpuevos (pro amrectepnpevos) NB* soli et W-H [nil 

in mg !| 


i Peter 
i. 7. ypucou Tov amrod\dAvpEvou B only, for ypvorov tov 


amonr., against all the rest and against Clem Orig. This 
tendency towards “ finessing’’ remains with B to the last. 
ii. 8. amuotouvtes (pro amePovvtes) B oonly. (Cf. lat). 
iii. 13. e (pro ear) B 3 101 [non W-H], against the rest and 
against Clem Dam. (Soden only mentions B). 
ibid. yevoisbe (pro yevncGe)  B only 


+ In this very verse we find the Alexandrian preference for eavrov over avrov 
(referred to elsewhere) exhibited by BP c*" and a few of Soden’s codices. 


EPILOGUE. CODEX B OUTSIDE THE GOSPELS. 417 


5. xpivovte ( pro exXovTs Kpiwat) BC*? 69 137 a°* and more of 
Soden. This is adopted by W-H without marginal alternative. 
The Revisers refuse to follow. 


15. addotplettcKoT os NB d** and more of Soden and 
W-H Sod txt (for adXotpio- or addotpioc eTLcKOTTOS) 
17. avo nav (pro ad’ nuor) BY and one cursive only 


[non W-H]. 


When we look further for Coptic sympathy, we find it at: 


16. dvote yeyparras (+072) ayiot ececde B31 70 syr copt| W-H] 
(‘ ex ingenio linguae ’ as Tisch says) 
Consult also: 


v. 2. adda exovotws pro arn ex. NBY 68 Sod W-H. 


4, ovov (—av) NB sah W-H [nil mq]. 


If we seek Latin sympathy, we find much of it: 


iv. 14. —» (ante Cwn) B only 
ibid. —% (ante mpos) BP minn’ W-H. 
1. muctovs BA vg Auct’* W-H against miotevovtas 
rell”, muctevoavtas aliq, et muctevoartes Polyc. 
29. —Kabapas BA Sod*"* vg Gild W-H [nil mg}. 


7. —ot (ante avépes) B only [non W-H] 
92. —tov (ante Beov) N*BY and W-H 
y. 12. oiABavov (pro ctrovavov) B only 


For further polyglot sympathy, consult : 


7. pn eveoTrtecOat Tals Tpocevyals (pro un EvKOTTT. Tas TpoTEVYas) 
B only (W-H marg) with syr lat copt. 
1. apaptiais (pro apaptzas) BN’ W-H tat with aeth vg syr. 


If we seek change of tense, it jumps to meet us at: 


. 12. exomtevovtes (pro emoTtevcavtes) NBC aliq (vg Cypr) W-H 
[nil mg] against the rest and against Clem. [Observe at iii. 2 
erromtevov tes by N* only (Soden now adds some cursives.) | 


Or as to change of mood, note : 


i. 10. typnon...7Taron ~ N(A)BC Sod" W-H against the minn. 
25 
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Consult also, as to voice: 
1 Peter ; 


i. 8. ayaddarte (pro ayaddMacbe)  BC* Sod" Orig W-H, against 
rell omn Polyc Clem Cyr Thpyl in the phrase: ‘“‘ ov ove toovtes 
AYATATE ELS OV APTL LN OpwVTES TLGTEVOVTES be AyadNLAaTHE Yapa 
avexrarntw kat dedoEacuevn,’ Where ayaddaTe has apparently 
been substituted as present indicative or present imperative 
active to harmonise with ayatate and opwrtes and muaTtevortes, 
as against ayaAdacGe as present indicative or subjunctive or 
imperative of the middle voice. Origen is implicated here 
against the other strong Patristic testimony. 


For another case of Origenistic influence, observe : 
1 Peter 


vy. 8. -—Twa BY Sod™ only.with Orig™ and W-H txt, against the 
rest, Orig himself and many Fathers. 


Choice exercised by W-H as to the B readings. 


The choices of Hort when B is alone are quite curious. He 


follows above, and at: 
1 Peter 


tiv. 19. tas Wuxas (—avtwv) B only and W-H txt [Soden adds 
nothing|, but refuses to follow lots of other peculiarities 
of B, as: 
James 


ii. 4. -ov B* Sod" ff (an ‘improvement’ ? 
against MSS and versions) 

ill. 4. +7a (ante rntKavta) B only (‘‘ Improvement ’’) 

vy. 14. —7tov kupiov B_ only, which might possibly be 

‘“‘neutral”’ [yet more probably to be considered an amendment. 

Cf. Acts v. 41 “to suffer for the name’’| which W-H only 


include in square brackets. 
1 Peter | 


i. 1. —Kat Bidvrias B* only with Sod™ 
ii. 1. dovovs (pro P8ovevs) —_B only with Sod™ 
6. —emr avTw B only 
24. vuwy (pro nuov) B Sod*" (W-H mg) against the rest 
and Polyc. 
25. —nTe yap B only and gq. 
ill. 18. -tTo dew | B only 


+ Observe here against all the rest ras Wuyas avrwy as N plur, or ras uyas eavrey 
as some minn, or ras eavtey Wvyxas in the coptic manner with 5 31 and Athanasius, 
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Not even in a doctrinal matter do W-H follow B at: 


1 Peter 
i, 11. mvevpa (—xpicTov) B only with Athanasius according to 


Soden (but Xpsorov is not omitted in the Benedictine edition 
of 1698) (against all and Ignat). 

But if B is right at 1 Peter iv. 19, v. 8, why not in these 
other places ? 


Further, we can show you here even (cramped as we are by our 
self-imposed limitations) harmony and accommodation to 
the LUXX on the part of B. For, observe: 


1 Peter 
ll. 6, axpoywviatov post exrextov BC 31 Sod*4 copt arm Barn Cyr 


W-H = order of LXX against our other New Testament 
witnesses which place it before exrexTov. 
ibid. —er avtw 3B (which W-4H refuse to follow) is against the 
rest, and against Barn ew avtov, and Hus Cyr es avtov. 
Again possibly from his text of the LXX. 
iv. 18. 0 de aceBns B* 187 Sod*4[W-H]. Cf. LXX. 


A matter of order further concerns the Latin: 

1 Peter ; 

lil. 4. >novyiov Kat Tpaews (pro mpa. Kat novx.) B only with mq vg 

Aug Ambr and W-H teat. 
But in adopting this did not Hort see that he was using 
version support and that it was not the “ neutral” text? 

These few words must suffice here to indicate that the general 

character of the B recension remains the same outside the Gospels as 

inside. The same desire for individuality at the expense of truth, the 

same ideas of finessing, the same ideas of harmony, occasional bold 

excisions, and distinct version sympathy which is clearly non-neutral, 
against Barnabas, Polycarp and Clement of Alexandria. 


Ignatius, Clement of Rome, Hermas, Polycarp, Justin, opposed to B: 


Even as to the bold excision at 1 Peter 1. 11 as to the spirit of Christ 
dwelling in the prophets of old, observe that B doubtless opposes the 
copy of the scriptures in Ignatius’ library [this name is not mentioned 
with Did Ath Cyr™* and Cyr“! by Tischendorf nor indeed in Jacobsen’s 
edition of Ignatius] for Ign" says (ad Magnesianos § viii.) of yap Oevotaror 
tmpopfrar kata Xpiotov ‘Inoodv eyoav, Ara todto Kai édiwxOnoar, 
EVTVEOMEVOL UTO THS XapeTos avTov, Els TO MANpopopnOfAvatr Tovrs 
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ameotvtas... Here von Soden now adds Athanasius to B for omission 
of Xpicrov. If this be so as to Ath’ it is a wonderful commentary upon 
the junction of B and Alexandria. (In the Benedictine edition of 1698 
of Ath. Xpiorov is found.) 

Again when we consult Clement of Rome (1. 34) we find that he 
quotes the passage in 1 Cor. ii. 9 as ‘‘ Agyeu yap * opOarwos ode elder, Kal 
ods ovK iKovGEV, Kal éml Kapdiay avOpwrrov ovK avéBn, doa HTolmacev Tots 
UmoméevouGLY avTov.” 

While ABC agree as to the oca of Clem®® for a of the rest, they have, 
like the other MSS, a@yam@ow and not trouévovow. Had B exhibited 
vTouevovolv we might have thought indeed that the conjunction of B and 
Clem®° indicated a “‘ neutral”’ text. 

In the reference to this passage in Polycarp™™ the matter is as 
follows : 

IIps dbOaruav yap eiyov guyeiv TO aiwviov Kal pndétote oBevydpevov 
mop, Kal tois Ths Kapdias opOaduois avéBrexov Ta TnHpovpeva Tots 
UmTomelvaciy ayaba, & ovTE ods HKOUGED, OUTE OPOarpos iSev, OVTE emt 
kapodlav avOpwrov avéBn (leaving out the last clause here, as in Clem®° 
1. 11) éxelvors b€ bredeixvuto ro Tod Kupiov, oimep pnxéte avOpwror aXN 
non ayyeror joav. The passage continues: “Opolws dé Kal eis ta Onpia 
Kplevtes UTEmetvay OEewas KaddoeELS, KNpUKaS Mev UTOTTPwVYYpEvoL Kal 
adrals Toikinats Bacavois... where it will be observed that the expression 
uteyewar finds a place. 

Similarly at 1 Cor. iv. 4 where the phrase ddd ov« év tovT® 
dedtxalwpat is quoted by Clem®° as adn’ ov Tapa TODTO SdedtKaiwpar We 
do not find that B agrees. 

Or at Hebr. 1. 4 for tocovtw xperttwv Clem®® (1. 36) has rocouvtw 
pev~wv. Not so B, although B elides twy before ayyedwv with Clem®, 

Or at Hebr. ii. 5 if B added Oepatwy as does Clem®° after micros as 
to Moses we might presuppose a common “neutral” original. 

(Of course we have to make allowances for Clement’s fusion of 
different parts as in I. 86 Heb. vill. 1-3 is merged with Heb. iv. 15 
quite libere.) 

At Matt. x. 16 B finesses with evs wecov Avewy for ev perw AvKwY Of 
the rest, undoubtedly because the words follow the verb of action 
amoatéhrAw tvuads. He does not do it in the parallel at Luke x. 3, but 
there D is found with pecov for ev peow. A reference to Clem®® (Epist. 
Ir. v.) would seem to show that his copy of the Scriptures agreed with 
our general authorities against both B and D. Hence B and D are 
opposing the ‘‘neutral”’ text instead of preserving it. 

Again, for dc«oe in 1 Cor. vi. 9 we find of oixopOopor in Ignatius 
(Eph. 16). There is no trace of this in B. 

At Ephes v. 25 where we read of dvépes ayatate tas yuvaixas Kalas 
cal 6 Xpiotos nyatnoev THY Exkdnolav, We find the counterpart in Ignatius 
(ad Polye 5) but Ignatius substitutes tas cupBiovs for tas yvvaixas. No 
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trace in B. Further,if B, as Polycarp, read adov for @avatov in Act 11. 24, 
we might infer a ‘“‘ neutral” text for B. But itis D and latin which 
agree with Polycarp as also Iren'™ Hpiph Pseud-Ath Thdt and Fac. 

Again, Act xxi. 14 Polyc™" has to OeAnpa tov Beov yeverOw, which is 
the reading of D* [neglected by von Soden| and Tert 1/2, while most 
read with Tert 1/2 the same order 70 SeAnwa Tov Kuptov yeverOw, but NABCE 
are furthest away with the order tov xvpiov To GeXnua yeverbo. 

Again, B opposes Polycarp at 1Jo.iv. 3 omitting ev capxe edndvOoTa, 
whereas Polycarp distinctly says: mas yap 0s av jn dporoyn “Incobv 
Xpictov év capkl édnrvOéva, avtixpiatés éott. Notwithstanding this, 
W-H omit [without a word in the margin] and Soden brackets it in his 
text and does not say a word about Polycarp in his notes. 

As showing that Polycarp was really quoting 1 Jo. iv. 8 as it stood 
in his copy of the Epistle, he follows it by quoting part of 1 Jo. iv. 9 in 
the very next section (viii.) of his letter to the Philippians. 

Hermas, close to James iv. 7 “ dvtictnte (dé) TO StaBorw Kal pevkerar 
ap tpov,” says: éav ovy avtiotis avTov vinnbels hevEetar amo aod 
KATNOXUMLMEVOS. 

Had we found carnoxvppevos in B we might certainly think we had a 
separate relic of an ancient text, but such evidences are not forthcoming. 

Justin", referring to Matt. vii. 15, says: etme yap moddol 
éXevoovTat emi TH ovouaTi pov, EEwOev evdedupévor Séppata TpoBaTor, 
Ecwbev Sé eior AVKOL ApTAyes. 

If we found ef#@ev in B we might consider it “‘neutral’’ or basic, 
but we do not findit. For Justin repeats the full verse (after interposing 
1 Cor. xi. 18): mpocéyete ard tov WevdorpodyTay oitives édevcovTat Tpos 
twas EEwOev evdedupévor Séppata tpoBdtwv écwbev € elor AVKOL ApTrayes 
again using é€o@ev. In both cases Justin uses évdedupévor Sépyata 
tpoBatwy for the usual év évdvuacw mpoBator. 

Notice that Justin seems to be quoting from his copy of the 
Scriptures and not entirely from memory, for when he deals with 
Mark vin. 31, which he does twice at considerable intervals, he substitutes 
in both places Kat cravpwOjvar for Kal aroxtavOjvar. The same remark 

applies to Justin’s twofold quotation of Mark viii. 11/12. 

Also at Luke xi. 52 notice eyete of Justin. If we found this 
(instead of npate, or expubate D 157 a c d syr cu sin diatess) we might 
then recognise it as a ‘“‘neutral,” for Marcion and Tertullian appear to 
agree with Justin, and it is repeated by Ambdrst Aug and Auct™**, 
although not exhibited by Tischendorf or Soden. 


“ Higher” and “ Lower” Criticism. 
Finally, observe that up to the time of Westcott and Hort the 


‘lower criticism” had kept itself quite apart from so-called ‘“ higher 
criticism.” Since the publication of Hort’s text, however, and of that 
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of the Revisers, much of the heresy of our time has fallen back upon the 
supposed results acquired by the ‘lower criticism” to bolster up their 
views. By a policy of indecision in the matter of the fundamental truths 
of the Christian religion—truths specifically set forth by its Founder,— 
and by a decided policy, on the other hand, of decision in the matter 
of heresy in the field of lower criticism, the beliefs of many have been 
shaken not only to their foundations, but they have been offered free 
scope to play the Marcion and excise whatever appeared extra-ordinary 
or unintelligible to them. Many, who should have raised their voices 
against the mischief wrought, have sat by in apathy or have wilfully 
fostered these heresies. Or, if not wilfully, they have assumed a faltering 
attitude which caused their own students to misinterpret their masters’ 
lessons. Thus we have the spectacle of Thompson and Lake saying to 
Sanday: “We learned that from you,” and Sanday retorting: “I never 
meant to teach you that.” 

A man like the Dean of Durham, not content with preaching Christ- 
mas sermons at Westminster attacking the Virgin-birth, and vapouring 
in the United States about the close atmosphere of theological seminaries 
which he would like to burn to the ground, has nowf decided to introduce 
the “‘ Revised Version ”’ officially into the lectern of the ancient cathedral 
of Durham. I am therefore correct in coupling these matters. 

Reiteration of Hort’s dicta by his followers is not proof. Let some- 
one take the dozen “ Alexandrian ”’ readings of B which I have adduced — 
the existence of which in B was denied by Hort—and prove that they 
are in no wise Alexandrian. Then we can discuss the matter further. 
Mr. Horner asked me why I had neglected Athanasius’ testimony in 
my volume upon the date of the Bohairic version. I told him, first 
because the editions of Athanasius were unsatisfactory, and secondly 
because the matter of Athanasius and Alexandria belonged as much or 
more to B as to®. 

Let somebody explain how B comes to oppose the ,sub-apostolie 
Fathers, deliberately in places, if we are to accept Hort’s assurance about 
B being “neutral.” Until that is done, let us away with “dicta” and 
go by proof. 


Further Test of a Neutral Teat. 
ARISTIDES. 


The previous exhibit has carried us up to a certain point, but the 
study would not be complete without a few words more as to what 
would really constitute a ‘‘ neutral” text in B or N. 


t ‘“‘ Dean Hensley Henson, just promoted to Durham, has announced that the Revised 
Version of the Bible will in future be used in the Cathedral.”—Public Opinion, 
April 4, 1918. 
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And first, let us assume that B or & exhibited a foundation text 
approximating the quotations from or wording of such a document as the 
second-century Apology of Aristides, for the Greek of which see the 
Dean of Wells’ edition in ‘Texts and Studies,’ vol. i, No. 1. Were 
that the case, we should be compelled to look upon the matter very 
differently. If, for instance, at 2 Cor. ix. 7, we found dveridOovwst for 
(un) €& avayens we might well say that we had found a “neutral” text 
quite different from later ones, but such a thing is not found in & or B. 

Similarly if in Titws 1.12 we should read in B oclws Kab dixalws 
Caves as Aristides (§ xv. 18)t instead of cwdpdvas kat dixaiws cal evoeBOs 
Sjowpev we should certainly see a foundation text of the time of Aristides, 
but we do not find this. || 

The only result of such a comparison is the wonderment which it 
engenders in us that Christianity had already so filled men’s minds that, 
having read the Christian writings, as he says he had (mentioned in 
close connection with these passages), such language, close to but not 
exactly scriptural, should issue from his mouth.{ The picture from 
Aristides’ pen (or that of his chronicler) is one of the most beautiful in 
the world as a comment on the early Christian order and the execution 
by its votaries of the Master’s maxims and of the words of his apostles, 
and it goes far to explain the mental attitude of the apostolic and 
sub-apostolic -Fathers and their circumlocutory quotations of New 
Testament Scripture. They were so steeped in the maxims and prac- 
tices of the cult that words flowed from their lips and their pens 
close to but not verbally exact as to Scriptural diction. They were 
permeated with the spirit of Christianity and “‘ the letter”’ was flexible in 
their hands. 


THEODOTUS (circa 190). 


To take a more positive example, after the above negative exhibition, 
let us consider other early witnesses, and first as to Lwke ix. 27, always a 
difficult text, and a “rock of offence” to many. We will ask what 
_ Theodotus read there. Tischendorf does not give his testimony under 
Luke. I extract it from Theodoti Eclogae (Fabric. Bibl. Gr. vol. v. p. 136) 
where we read : 


+ Aristides (§xv. 12) is speaking of: ‘and he who has gives to him who has not 
without grudging.” He is referring to what he saw as the outcome of the Pauline 
maxim in 2 Cor. ix. 9 (Ps. exii. 9). 

t The preaching of Peter (Clem Strom vi. 39) has oows kau dikaiws pavOavoytes 
which is not as close to Titus as Aristides, 

|| Soden quotes Aristides’ order: “~evo.. .du. [*?1? Ku'.” 

{ Had the apology been forged it is impossible to conceive that the late forger 
would not have incorporated actual phrases frem the N.T. instead of the smoother 
picture conveyed by the Athenian philosopher. 
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Eloi TWWEes TOV WOE EgTHKOTWY O (sic) Ov fn) yevcovTar BavdTouv ews av 
iowor TOV VLOV TOU avVOpaeToOD ev OED. 

NB do not read thus, but D and Origen (tov de XNovea :—) read Tov 
vlov Tov avOpwTov epyopmevov ev TH OO0EN auTouU. 

NB therefore oppose Origen here and D. Origen seems to be definite 
as to his reading being from Luke. ‘True, we read woe for avtov [the 
regular text is eloiy Tives TOV AUT OD EoTHKOTY Ol OU pn yevowVTAaL BavaToU 
€ws av idwow Tv Bactrelav Tod Veod in Luke] and woe is read in 
Matt xvi. 28 (but Epiphan there avrov and Mark ix. 1), but eotwtwyv or 
eoTwres is the regular reading in Matthew. 

In Matthew Origen reads epy. ev tn PBaotdera avtou (n) ev tn d0&n 
avtou bis. 

The regular text is (rov viov tov avOpwrov) epyouevov ev Tn Bacirera 
avuTou. 

N° 38 118 245 435 y" a copt Basil and Hpiph™ read epy. ev tn d0En 
QvuTOU. 

The Theodotus or Valentinian quotation therefore remains the 
shortest, being without epxouevoy and without av7ov jin, and conveying a 
very different sense. 

Now elsewhere Origen has said that ver knows of no otien who 
have altered the Gospel save the followers of Marcion and those of 
Valentinus,”’ but here he goes with the very text as upheld by the latter. 

Have we got the true text in N*B? We have certainly not re- 
established the Origenian reading. 


HERACLEON! (circa 170). 


Or consult John iv. 18 as to the woman of Samaria, where Heracleon 
would have it that she had had sia husbands instead of five. If B showed 
this we might say it was certainly a second-century text. 


ATHENAGORAS (circa 175). 


Or, consult 2 Cor v. 10 in connection with Athenagoras® '“™ 
Upon opening Tischendorf a wide difference of opinion is visible, not only 
among the Fathers, but between N and B, for NS prefers ayaOov ete 
davrov with Orig?“ while B writes aya@ov evte kaxov with Or ig”, but 
A thenagoras says neither ; he writes: 

&xaotos Koulonta Suxalws & Ota Tod cwpatos erpakey, cite dyaba 
elite KAKA, 


+ In all three synoptics the account of the Transfiguration immediately follows. 
So that Theodotus follows his quotation by saying: eidov ody kal exoyunOnoar 6, Te mérpos 
kal ldxw8os kai ’twdvyns, Without the slightest discussion of a various reading, except what 
might possibly be inferred from “ kal rd évraida dpOev ody’ Uorepoy Tov dvw k.T.d.” 

¢ See beyond under the heading of ‘‘ Marcion”’ for further examples. 


EPILOGUE. AS TO ATHENAGORAS, THEOPHILUS eEvc. 425 


This seems rather an interesting place, for Tischendorf does not refer 
to the addition here of d:calws by Athenag. It should be considered in 
connection with the variety of reading of ta dva tov cwyuatos of the 
ordinary text and Clem Orig?" “ ™ a]. on the one hand, and ra soca 
T& o@pmarta on the other hand of d e fg vg goth arm Orig’ * ™ al. 
and Zeno ‘ corporis sui merita.”’ 

(Athenag has a curious addition also in 1 Cor xv. 53 for which I 
know of no other authority: ‘‘ 67s de¢ (kata Tov améaToNov) TO pOapror 
ToUTO Kal OtacKkedaaTor evovcacba apOpaciay...’’) 

In that very difficult text Matt v. 28, in which to know what was 
first written seems impossible, 8 and B divide. 

TO émuOupnoat N* 236 Clem Orig'* Quaest™ Isid Tert?! 

To émLOuphnoar avtnv B mult Thpl Orig*™ Hus Const Ps-Ath 

To émOupnoa artis «NM al. Just Athenag Orig*™ 
and we find N? with Justin and Athenagoras (latt) but Hphr goes with X* 
and Clem. (Ephr quicumque aspicit et concupiscit tantum). (Athenagoras 
alone seems to use the perfect here peuoiyeveev for éuolyevcer.) 

In this verse for the varieties BAeTav, euPrAeTaV, Bretras, euBreWas, 
ooTls euPreTre!, os av euBretn, it is Theophilus, another second-century 
witness, who exhibits the simple séwv. 

In Matt v. 44/45 on the other hand we find Athenagoras solely with 
latin [not d k| syriac Naass Clem*™ Iren™ and Tert, against NB and the 
Greeks, giving us a serious variation in verse 45 of érws yévnobe t1ol Tod 
TATPOS UMaV TOD ev ovpavols, Os TOV HALoV avTOU avaTéANeEL K.T.D. 

This 65 of Athenag replaces the 67 of the Greeks and d k, and 
with Naass (both second-century witnesses) quite neutralises the witness 
of the rest. 

(JustinA®” has...cal tov HrALov avtov avatédhra.. . (libere), but 
Just... cov HAtov avtod avatéNNovTa.) 

Here the new editor von Soden springs a surprise on us; he makes 
a warranted and rather welcome, if bold and unusual departure from 
recent critical rules, by taking os into his text (to the exclusion of ot) 
without Greek ms support for os. He says in his upper notes: “ots 
l os J-H-K ge Mp lov Ta A@nv Ir WKX Tert Qo Hil Luc Naaoo Man sy 
pa? lat**, oaris [7 98 30f 143 Hyg,” supplying Greek ms witnesses for 
ootts but not os. Tertullian should be consulted in full however for he 
quotes in different ways, and once (contra Marcion 1/2) ‘ pluentem...” 
exactly as Justin™?h° avatedXovTa. 


THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH (circa 180). 


Theophilus ol. tii. xiv, after a quotation from Isaiah, adds from 
Matt v. 44/46: 1d dé edayyédvov: ayarate, dyal, Tos éxOpors buav, Kal 
Tpocevyecbe UTép THY ernpeatovTaY buds * éav yap ayaTaTe TOs ayaTOVTas 
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bas tolov puacOov éxete; So far, observe, with the general run of 
authorities, except for ayamate (instead of ayamnonte) with 1 some 
cursives Justin Athenag (as Luke), and mojfov (for twa, so Athenag) with 
no others apparently, but compare Luke vi. 33 wo/a as Hvst 50 here in 
Matthew. 

But now he continues: todto Kal of Anotal Kal of TEAX@VAaL ToLOvEL. 
The exact wording does not matter so much as that instead of the 
question of most: ovxe Kal of TeAX@vat OUTS TroLodat, With Theophilus it 
assumes the form of a statement. 

Does B agree? No, B does not. But NS does, and so does boh 
(that despised late bo!) and so does syr sim and practically syr cu, 
confirmed by Aphraates, and by the persian version as well. 

This form obtains in Luke vi. 33 kas or awaptedo. To avto ToLovaly, 
but & does not draw from Luke since he uses the rest of the Matthaean 
terminology. Cf. Merx ad loc. pp. 107/119 and note what he says on 
p- 119. Merx neglects Theophilus but mentions Justin’s kat yap ot mopvot 
TouTo Trovovat, also deliberately in the form of a statement, quite neglecting 
the ovys. Observe verse 47 in this connection whence ovye probably 
ascended to the verse above. 


NAASSENI (circa 200). 


Or take another early series of witnesses. In John x. 9 Naass'?? are 
reported for “‘ dca touto pyar Aeyet O LNTOUS * EYW ELpe N TVAN N AANOLYD.” 
Had this attribute of wvA7 been found in B we might think we had 
recovered something ancient. 


HIPPOLYTus (circa 220). 


All this may be.said to be very fragmentary evidence and open to 
the objection of memorial quotations. 

Very well. Let us take another most interesting witness, viz. 
Hippolytus, who, like Lucifer, frequently quotes at such length from 
both Old and New Testaments that it is absolutely beyond question that 
he was copying from his exemplar of the Scriptures. 

Hippolytus cites 1 Thess. iv. 138-17, 2 Thess. ii. 1-12, in full.t 


t+ It is a remarkable thing that Hippolytus has transmitted to us his text of 
2 Thess. ii. 1-12, for these verses contain a detailed prophetic utterance by St. Paul 
concerning the history of the last times and of Christ’s coming again to displace the 
lawless one (6 dyouos), and every word therefore is precious, down to the important 
repre OY réuer Of verse 11. Hipp. maintains reuer, against NB, and has the support 
in another language of Cornelius (Pope a.p. 252) and of Victorin (4.p. 294), both writing 
at length on the subject, with mittet. Similarly Victorin confirms rns apaprias of Hipp. 
with peccati in verse 3 where Cornelius does not quote. 
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In the face of these quotations it is seen how loosely Turner argues 
when he says ‘‘ Hort was the last and perhaps the ablest of a long line of 
editors of the Greek Testament, commencing in the eighteenth century, 
who very tentatively at first, but quite ruthlessly in the end, threw over the 
LATER in favour of the EARLIER Greek Mss, and that issue will never have 
to be tried again.” 

But permit me to ask what Mr. Turner means by this light-hearted 
sentence. What does he mean by earlier and later Manuscripts? He 
cannot mean that Hippolytus’ manuscript was later than that of B? 
Yet, allow me to state that in these long passages, comprising twelve 
consecutive verses from one epistle and four from the other, Hippolytus’ 
early third-century mst is found generally on the side of what Turner 
would call the ‘“‘later’”» mss. Has he ever consulted these important 
passages before writing down so positively statements which seem to 
me to be extremely misleading ? 

The matter, in detail, reduces itself to this: 

1 Thess. 
iv. 13. It is the cursives 81 and 73 with demid which omit aderdoc 
as does Hipp. 
ibid. Hipp has xexowznuevov with DEFGKL plur and other 
Fathers, against the coywwpevwov of NAB etc. 
ibid. Hipp(?) has @s with N°D*FG 47 Orig Bas, against ca@ws of 
N*B rell. 

14. Hipp has car o Geos with the mass, against o Oeos xa of B, 
now supported by other of Soden’s codices. 

17. Hipp has mepiAerropevor with the mass, against B’s zepr- 
AELMEVOL. 

ibid. Hipp has cvvy Kvpiw with the mass and Orig Hus, against B’s 
improvisation of ev Kupiw. 
2 Thess. 
ii. 1. Hipp has tov Kvupiov nuwy with the mass and Orig Tert, while 
B omits nur. 

3. Hipp has tyns apaptias with ADEFGKLP minn?! verss?! 
Orig 4/5 Orig™ Eus Chr Thdt Dam Iren™ Aug, against trys 
avomias of NB minn® Sod*" sah boh Orig 1/5 Tert (Ambr 
Amobrst). 

The non-agreement of Origen’s quotations, with preponderance 
against SB, the adhesion of the Coptic versions, and the way in which 
Epiph tarns it (0 vos tys avopias o avOpwmos ts adixias) taken in 
connection with avouwlas and avowos in verses 7 and 8, all point to 
revision by NB, in which Hipp does not share. It is the usual 
“ Egyptian” revision, for Latins and Syriac Goth and Aeth go with 
Hipp and the mass. 


t Or very likely a second-century text. 
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Note in verse 12 NB with Origen write adda evdoxnoaytes, instead of 
arn’ evdox., conforming to the usual Coptic or Egyptian method. 
2 Thess. 
ai 4, Hipp with FG Orig 5/7 Procop 1/2 has «at erarpopevos, 
against Kat vreparpopevos NB Orig 2/7 and most (N* omits). 
8. Hipp has o xupios Incovs with NAD*E*FGL**P ete. and most 
Fathers, against o xupios of BD°E**KL* ete. 
10. Hipp has tns aédixcas with NSDEKLP ai. pl, against advxas 
of N*ABFG al. pauc. Orig ete. 

ibid. Hipp has ev tows atoddvpevors with NSD°EKL al. pl, against 

tos atoAr. of N*ABDFG (Orig is on both sides here, as 
so often). . 

11. Hipp has wewye: with N°SD°EKUP al. pl and other Fathers, 
against meume: of N*ABD*E* (Orig again divided). 

Thus, there is no such thing as “earlier” and “later” Mss in 
this connection. Hippolytus’ ms was ‘early’? enough to be of service 
here and to indicate that what Turner (and others) would designate the 
readings and leanings of ‘“‘ the later mss” are not “later” at all, but 
go to the second century or at latest to the first quarter of the third 
century. The question is not at all of ‘‘earlier” or “later” mss, but 
as to which of two readings current in the second century was the correct 
one. And as to this B evidently has no more to say than F. 

If we seek a “neutral”? base in B, why does B not convey the 
“‘ shorter” text with Hipp, as at 

1 Thess. iv. 16 where he omits apyayyedou, or 

2Thess. ii1.10 ,, ,, 4, es TO cwOnvat avtous ? 


MARCION. 


Let us enquire for a moment further in a region where Marcion’s 
testimony is available what the situation is there. We will take the first 
half of St. Luke’s Gospel so as not to be too wordy, ch.i-xu. Let us 
~ see how far any proof offers of B being really ‘‘neutral.” Hereabouts 
- also Clem“!** and others offer valuable testimony. 

And first : 

If with NL at Luke ii. 44 B omitted car tos yvworos, we might call 
it ‘neutral,’ because Hv Thom also omits. 

Or at iii. 16 if B omitted avtos as do N* and Heracl (ex Clem***), 
For observe that NB ae agree with Heracl (Clem) in the next verse, ui. 17, 
for dsaxa@apar instead of kar dvaxabaprer. 

Or at iv. 19 where the quotation from Isaiah is cut short by Hust 34 
Origen and Athan (these not noticed by Soden) who omit atooreiXar to 
dextov, but not B. Had B cut this short, we could presuppose a 
shortened basic “neutral” form reproduced by B and added to by 
others, but it is not so. 
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Or at v. 14 fin. where Epiph and Tert disagree-asto Marcion’s text. 
Had B given us vuv before es waptupov autos of most as Epiph™ (or 
Wa €ls papTupLoY n vey TovTo aS D* and other Latins and Tert™") we 
might consider this neutral. 

Or at v. 86 where Dial twice gives (em) twatiw Tadarw confirmed by 
Eipiph™* to which agree MI’ 122 (elsewhere 122 goes with B) 301 
406 f° a@ b Tert*’,t but not B who has ems twatiov madavov with most. 
As to eve with the dative consult Winer, Eng. edition, pp. 488 seq. 

Or at vi. 9 where Tert™* has ‘‘ Licetne sabbatis benefacere annon”’ 
for e efeotw tw caBBatw ayaloromca n xaxoTorncar, but B 
shows no sign of this 7 ov. 

Or at vi. 22 where Clem4!** has a shortened and graphic form, 
“ wakaplot EoTe oTAaY ot avOpwrot plonowoly vuas, oTav adoplowow, oTav 
exBadwot TO ovo“a vELwY ws ToVNnpoY evexa Wiov avOpwTov,” but not so B. 
There must be some basis for the omission of xat overdicwow, for the 
order varies in others, Tert™" confirming overd..car exBar. while D latins 
and Cypr have exBan. Kaz overd. 

In other words the shortened form of text in B proves upon examina- 
tion to rest upon an insecure foundation, for the ‘‘ make-up ”’ of it includes 
a number of passages [see under ‘“ Solecisms of B”’| where B not only 
stands alone, but which W-H do not consider to represent the ‘‘ neutral ”’ 
text, whereas in the examples given above (for argument’s sake) the 
adhesion of B might have lent colour to the Hortian theory. 

Or if, for instance, B omitted in Lwke vi. 48 reOeuediwto yap etme tH 
metpav as 604 syr sin, for observe that in this same chapter: 

vi. 26. —ov Tatepes avtwv is omitted by B 604 only with sah syr sin. 

So that what is possibly basic here may well be also exhibited by 604 
syr sin only at vi. 48. 

The whole of chapter vi. deserves fresh study. 

Observe vi. 81. —Kxas vpers B 604 Paris” a ffl vg® Iren™ 

34. —eoTe B 604 e aeth 

In ix. 20 observe —pe Aeyere exvae 604 Dial (aeth) but not B. 

Similarly at 1.21 —ev tw vaw by 604 with the important cursives 
108 142 al? Sod'°** might with propriety be observed in B for the ‘‘ shorter 

text” if really an exceptionally “neutral” text. Here sy sin is wanting. 
For at this place we note the usual change of order, a barometric pressure, 
indicative of addition to a basic shorter text: 
ev Tw xpovitery ev Tw Vaw avtov =BLUWEWY 2” Paris” soli 
ae - avtov ev Tw vaw = Nrell (praeter min® om. ev tw vaw) 
and a b d do not express avtov. 


t Tertullian’s Latin (against Tren), “novwm additamentum tmicit VETERI VESTI- 
MENTO” agrees with Hpiphanius’ Greek, which neither Tischendorf nor Soden have 
noticed. 
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Similarly, as regards other cursives. Observe 


Luke 
i. 44. -—e ayadMmace by 33 but not B 


xii. 12. —ev avtn tn wpa by 33 and Origen but not B 
Xvili. 34. ro pnua (—Ttovto) D fam 1 25 157 291 ct?! coupled with sy cu 
and sin, sah 1/7 and boh?! and arm, but not B. 


John 
vili. 52. tus Tov euov Aoyov 383 Origen soli, but not B. 


If B omitted tys Lupras at Luke ii. 2 as does syr hier we might think 
it basic. Or if B omitted rns Iovéaras in Luke i. 5 as do Evan 255 
[neglected by Soden] and diatess we might talk of neutrality for B. Or 
at Luke iil. 1 where S% omits ts covdaras after Trovtiov TiXaTov as does 
Dial. 
Luke 


vi. 27, 28, 29, 30 (cf. also verse 31). Had B shown us either Justin’s 
or Clement’s forms of these verses we might think B were 
neutral, but B does not offer us their text. 

45. Dial [negl. Sod] omits with ff [negl. Tisch] rns kapdvas after ex 
tov ayatou Oncavpov. Notso B. [At ix. 2 where Dial omits 
tous acbevers with B Hort follows. | 

46, te we Aeyere D 28 Clem™** et d Iren'™ bis Orig dicitis, 
while B and most have tz de we KaXecte. (KK 259 2° NaXerte.) 

Very noticeable hereabouts in chapter vi. and chapter vii. 
are omissions of N not shared by B. Among these note: 

vii. 20. —ov avdpes NS, whereas B and most have mpos avtov ot 
avopes, while D 33 ad r sah (aeth syr hier) have ot avdpes tpos 
avtov, the varying order suggesting that N’s base may be 
original. Cf. syr sin syr pesh. 

25. dcayovtes (pro urapyovrtes) of Clem DKII al. finds no echo in B. 

27 fin. —eumpocdev cov D 122* [negl. Sod] ad lr Tert™™ 

(non liquet Epiph™*) but B and the rest have it. 

38. eBpefe (pro npEato Bpexewv) Hpiph™* bis [negl. Sod] and D 

[male Sod'* de 604] it?! syr cw sin but not B. 

39. Had Hort found » amtouevn for nris amtetar here he would 
surely have thought it “neutral,” for so writes Origen, 
confirmed by D*. 

viii. 3. Had B and any cursives read era:pae for erepa here, as does 
the codex Alexandrinus repeated by Sod, we might even 
have had this forced into the new printed text as ‘‘ neutral.”’ 

24. tn Oaracon pro tw KAvdweU Tov vdatos Epiph™* bis, while D 
omits tov vdatos. Notso B. (Sod! 4 add xa: tn Oaracon 
before tw kAvS@vL.) 

27. Dad y*" H*" vg™ (copt) diatess omit tis [Sod neglects all 
but D and a], but while most write avnp tis, B has tis avnp, 
as if ves had been supplied from the margin of the archetype 
and placed in a doubtful position (¢f. copt). 


i 


Xi. 


dl. 
41. 


16. 
19. 


24. 


13. 
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Neyovow ot palhntar (pro ot be aroxpiOevtes ertrov) Dial 
simpliciter et cf. syr sah contra B rell. 


2. Had B used ctavpwOnvae (for amoxtavOnva:) here as do Justin 


Theodot and Dial we might have thought this “‘ neutral.” 


. -otiwes noav Epiph™* bis (non liquet accurate Tert) and 


syr cu sin, not B, while D a d Arnob have nv d¢ as most 
Latins, showing something fundamentally different in the 
original base. 

—or opGevtes Hpiph™ bis. 

—Kat dvertpappevn Hpiph™* bis Ter? and a |negl. Sod] e, 
but not B. 

[Here Epiph and Tert agree, while below T'ert has quousque 
ero apud vos (—Kat aveEouar vw), while Epiph bis has ews 
mote aveEouat vuwv (— ews Tote Ecouat Tpos vuas).| Syr cu sin 
reverse the order from amotos kat dvectpap. to Sueotpap. Kar 
amtoros, as another barometric indication, while diatess-arab 
quoting from Matthew xvii. 17 holds the Matthaean and 
Lucan order amictos kat dvectpay. Syr cu. in Matt reverses 
the usual order there to dvectpapy. Kat atictos as syr cu sin 
in Luke. 


. —mpotov Tert™ Orig™ et Const cum Paris” d r et D*? (ef. 


D** rpwtov ante otxrav). Non B. 

Of. Ignat Hipp Cypr against B and the rest. 

Is there anything neutral about dedoxa by NBC*LX al. pauc 
it?’ Orig etc., against the express dvdame of Justin Iren™ Hus 
confirmed by D ¢ d syr cu sin [against Aphraat Ephr| syr 
pesh diatess and the rest of the Greeks? Soden actually sup- 
presses the witness of Justin. 

—Kat Baoirers Tert™* confirmed by D d andae fil Method. 
Not B. 

ovtes Dial and Epiph™** Cyr™ Ath with SDKMXII and 
several notable cursives including 157 and 213 (= Sod’), 
against B etc. vrapyxovtes. 


. Cf. Tert™ [which Soden neglects] and D 130 251 latt syr 


cu sin against B and the rest. 
ou er eee (pro ov a aeY ta B rell) Det da 
non revelabitur) T'ert™"° non patefiet. 


. Barew (pro euBarev) DW Epiph™' 8 ClemTeodt contra B 


rell evBarewv. (Is not Soden wrong in quoting Justin for 
Baneuv ?) 


. —Ttov ayyedkov N* 259 Hpiph™™ Ter’, 
. gpepworv Clem Origen Cyr™* confirmed by D b gq against 


ecopepwow NBLX al. pauc. and rpocdepwow A rell. May 
I ask why eodepwor should be ‘‘neutral” rather than 
hepwow ? 
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ibid. 


xu. 14. 


1 


20. 


38. 
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This is followed in DNR (latt) and Clem by es tas 
cuvaywyas for ems tas auvay. Cf. Tisch ad loc. 
—n prim. Clem Orig Cyr™* confirmed by D 157 latt syr 
aeth (cf. copt). 
KpiTny tantum —n peptotnv Tert™* confirmed by D d ¢ 28 
33 syr cu sin, while the others vary as to their amplification of 
xpitnv, 157 going so far as to substitute apyovta kar duxaotyy 
for ducactnv n mEeproTny OY KpLTHY n peptotnv. And sah 1/6 has 
peptotny without xpitnv or duxactnv, while aeth reverses the 
order (always a suspicious sign) giving “divider and judge.” 
Surely Marcion and D look more “‘ neutral”’ than B. 
—avatavov 36 |negl Sod| and Clem cat ox (ff, sed aliter ff) 
against the rest. 
twos (pro tur) Tert™*® confirmed by d and Jatt (cujus) 
Tren™ Cypr, and in Greek by D Clem 1/3 Antioch, but as 
the Latin lends itself to this, although cwz is possible, and 
Clem has twos once and ti twice this passage cannot be 
emphasised. 


. Dabd omit the verse and Clem does not quote. 
. Twos ovte vnber ovte vdawer Clem confirmed by D ad syr cu 


sin Tisch® Sod™* against tws av&aver* ov kota ovde vnOeu of 
NB and most and W-H tzt. 


. &re Tert™* Clem, confirmed by D (d Tert quaerunt), 


against emfnree of A unc” Bas Ath, and emfnrovow of 
NBLTX fam 13 33 Paris” ff l rand f Tert™. If we seek 
a neutral, &jrec appears the more probable. 


. oTatnp (—vpov) Hpiph™* bis. 


N has vuev o matnp as sah boh. 

B rell o watnp vuwv. 
Kat eav €AOn TH EoTEpTIVn Grakn D (fam1l)bbced fil 
confirmed by Epiph™** and Iren™, as against car eav eXOn ev 
Tn Oevtepa ur. Kat ev TH TpLTH vA. Of most, Or Kav EV TH 
devtepa Kar ev Tn TpLTN dur. Of NBLTX 33 131 Cyr™ sah ete. 
Had B exhibited Marcion’s and D’s version Hort should 
surely have acclaimed it ‘“‘ neutral,’ whereas there are two 
separate recensions apparently outside of Marcion and D Jatt. 
Clem does not quote. 


. Order: Kat To pepos avtov Once peta tov anictov Dial Caes 


supported by D d 7 gat vg® sah boh syr, against Kat To pepos 
avtou meta Tov atiotoy Once of B and most. This is not an 
uninteresting place, for while the Latins go with B* here in 
Luke, it is to be observed that in Matthew xxiy. 51 although 
Once follows uzoxpitwv there in Greek, D and most Latins 
place ponet before pera as Dial in Luke. That Dial and Caes 
are from Luke is proved by their holding amictwy against 
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Luke 
utoxpiteav of Matthew which only X fam 1 and a few cursives 


substitute in Luke, while the diatess conflates. 

xu. 48. araitnoovow Justin EHpiph Clem Const Mac Basnw's 
Antioch [Soden only mentions Basil] confirmed by DU al, 
against avtnoovow of the rest. See under ‘ Improvement” 
at xu. 20 further as to atovow and atatovow. 

Besides if we wish to enquire what text was actually in use in 
Antioch in the middle of the fourth century, it would not, as regards the 
Acts at any rate, seem to have been that of NB or of what has been 
called the Antiochian or Constantinopolitan recension, but that of D! 
Tor Hustathius quoting Acts xvi. 16/19 has in verse 19 a text approxi- 
mating D in quite an exceptional manner [Sod neglects Hustath|] : 

Hustath : Ceacapevor ovy ot Kupioe Tns Oeparraividos ws exTrodwv wKETO 

TNS Epyacias avT@Y n EATS. 
D: as de evdav (= sy) on Kupioe THS TEdLTKNS OTL aTTeaTEpNaCaL 
TNS Epyacias avTwV ns evyav Ot auTyS. 
ordinary text: sSovtes det of Kuplot auTns ote e€ndev n EATS TS Epyacvas 
AUTO. 
The full quotation is subjoined. 
Act 
xvi. 16/19. (éyévero 5 Tadicxnv) amavticar tid (dnow) éxyovoay 
Tvetpa TVOWY OS TEP Epyaciay TOAAHY TapéxelTols KUploLs AUTIS 
pavtevouevn. 17 ToLyapovy avtn Kataxorovbécaca To Llatrw 
Kal hiv éexpafe réyouca ot tTws Odtor of avOpwror dovrOL TOU 
Beod tov inbictov elol oltiwes KatayyéAXovow uty ddov 
cwTnpias. Kal tovTo éml Todas ErpaTtev iuepas... 
TapayyeArw cot (Aéywv) év dvopats Incod Xprotod efedOetv an’ 
auris (eita TO Tpaypa Sinyovpevos 0 ovyypadheds emipéper) Kal 
eA Oev altn TH wpa. 19 Ceacdpevot ody ot Kuploe THs 
Deparratvidos as éxtrodwv wyeTo THS Epyacias avTav 7 EATIs erI- 
NaBdspuevor tov Iladdov Kal tov Vidav eirAKvoay eis THY ayopav 
émt Tovs dpyovtas... t 


Tt xac Wovres B. cdovtes (— copula) A d. 


£16. rvdavos CDPEHLPS Cyr Did Lucif e gig mv@wva NABC*D* 
33 61 vg Orig. 
aravrnaat ADHLPS vravrnoat ~=NBCE min® Orig, 
nrep (pro nts) new 
mapexet Galland (al. wapecxev) Hustath. C mapetyero, rell omn 
Taperyev 
17 init. +rovyapotv new, prob. addition of Hustath as he narrates freely. 
katraxodovbecaca, ACHEHLP xarakodovéncaca ; karakohovGovaa NBD 


180 ; wapaxodX. aligq. 
+oures (post Neyovca) new? No others apparently. Only copt +xe 
nyuwy (pro vpn) AC?HLP al. e sah? copt aeth Orig Lucif? Chr ; vw 

NBDE"S vg syr arm aeth 
2 F 
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REGARDING OUR ‘“‘ JUNIOR’? DOCUMENTS. 


I would like to make an observation here. 

It is of no use thinking we can hope to prosper in these studies by 
changing and re-changing the numbers and symbols attaching to our 
critical authorities. It only discourages the student, and leads to endless 
confusion and inaccuracy. Symbols do not change the value of Mss or of 
groups. The time spent upon re-cataloguing and in deciphering and 
reducing to order the new catalogues were better spent upon such studies 
as Rendel Harris’ monographs on D d and A 6, or Adalbert Merz’ three- 
volume digest of syr sin. 

Before many more years have passed I expect to see much greater 
attention paid to certain features of the testimony of our important 
cursive documents. These have been put aside because junior in years to 
certain MSS written in uncial characters. I do not mean that attention 
will be given to the testimony of certain cursives as entities, but to 
certain features of their testimony which have probably preserved the 
truth against the mass. No one has ever listed these places. I submit 
tentatively a list of a few of these places involving omission or substitution 
or turn of phrase which seem to me to be of very great interest. The 
list can be added to by other students and so made to grow from a 
mustard seed into a tree the shadow of whose critical branches may 
spread beyond our dreams to-day and help elucidate many matters in 
connection with the early text. The point is that when one of these 
cursives joins B, if only alone, it has been considered as strengthening B, 
but when alone with the oldest versions such a cursive has been utterly 
eke 


(Cont‘ from last page). 
18. kat tovro (pro rovro de) Orig syr not Gr Latt copt. om. Se sah and 
He gig 
empartrev (pro ezrotet) new 
+eyav replaces evrey belonging before in the clause. 
19, Bearapevor ovy (pro Wovres de) new. No authority. 
As to clause following compare only D d with Eustath: i 
D ws de eday (= syr) ot kvpuor ths medurkns ore ameatepnabat THs Epyacias 
avrey ns ecxay dt avtns 
d cum vidissent domini ejus puelles quoniam ispes et reditus eorum quem 
habebant per ipsam 
Eustath @cavapevor ovy ot kuptor rns Oeparrawidos ws exrodwv wxeTo THS Epyacvas 
avte@v n eAmris 
Gigas is blissfully ignorant of this recension but with Lucifer uses 
reditus for quaestus of all others, except e operationis. 
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Possible ‘‘ neutral’ base to be observed in some cursives 
as against & or B. 


[In the following passages I have used the Textus receptus in giving 
the context, which seemed simpler than any other way to exhibit a base 
with which the variations can be compared. 

The examples are nearly all of necessity omissions from the narrative 
as we have it. This does not commit me to the ‘‘ shorter” text theory in 
its fullest sense. | 


Matt. vi. 16. Of fasting : 
apavifover yap Ta TpocwTa avTwv oTws Pavwot Tos avOpwroLs 
VNOTEVOVTES. 
N* 244 with g, k syr pesh and pers have the singular to tpocw7ov. 


Matt. xvii. 20. 
Concerning the wording of the command of faith for the removal 
of the mountain : 
O de Incous evmev avtois * Ava thv atictiay vwY* aunv yap Neyo 
UMW EAV EXNTE TLOTLY WS KOKKOY oWaTrews EpelTE TW OpeL ToUTW ° MetaBnOu 
evTevev EXEL, KaL peTaBnoeTaL * Kat ovdev advVAaTHoEL ULL. 
exet 18 Omitted by 33 892 Soden! fam $a 8302 g, J ygg**eom™ Hier and 
syrr aeth. 
Syr sin and pers omit both evtevOev and exer. 


Matt. xvii. 25. Of tribute : 

Kaz ote exon Oev evs THv orxrav TpoedOacev avtov o Incouvs Neywr * TL 
cot Ooxer Lipwv ; ot Bacirers THS yn aro TLVoY AaBavouce TEAH N KNVOOY ; 
ATO TMV VL@Y AVTOV N ATO TMV GNNOT PLOY ; 

Here 604 with A 28 [negl. Soden] and Evst 47 [negl. Sod. passim] omit 
aAUTOV. 

Tischendorf only records A. Soden only records A 604. 

Hust 47 here is an exceedingly important witness. Neither Tisch. 
nor Sod. quote Origen, but Matthaei has occasion to quote him, for his 
Ms 238 (not mentioned by Soden) reads azro twy sdiwv avtwy and Origen 
remarks: avo Tov wvwv viev n ato TwY adXoTpLoOv avTwy; and again on 
verse 26 he repeats: ove azo twv LOLWY VLWY AAX ATO THY AAAOTPLOV AUTOD. 

This emphasis on his part lends colour to the absence of avtwy in the 
real base since he has to repeat and emphasise cdvor. 


Matt. xviii. 25. Of the debtor: 
Mn eyovtos S€ avtov amodovvar exekevoevy avTov oO KUpLos auToU 
Tpabnvat, Kal THY YUVaLKa... 
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Here 604 omits 0 xvpios avrov outright with fam 1 the Latin g, and 
syr cu sin, both being extant here, and most of Chrysostom’s codices, 
while NBDL and some Latins retaining o cvpios omit the avtov. Tischen- 
dorf says ‘ Or'’*? 9 Bacidevs,” but is this correct? Does it not perhaps 
signify that in Origen’s copies o xupios avtov was absent and o Baoteus 
supplied by him, as o xuptos or o Kuptos avtov by others ? 


Matt. xx. 12. Of the labourers : 
eyovTES (OTL) OUTOL OL ETXATOL LAV WpaV ETOLNOAY, KAL LoOVS HmL 
auTous eTolnoas, Tos Bactacact To Bapos TNS NMEpAas KaL TOV KaVowVa. 

Here 604 (with 220, an important Ms, and 242*) omits ts npepas. 
No others apparently, yet there are subtle variations which point to 
something amiss, syr cw saying “the weight of the whole day and the 
heat,” syr sin: “the weight of the day 7m the heat,’ Thos: “that have 
borne the weight of the whole day at noon.” 

Why supply orns? If rns nwepas was absent in the base it would 
account for some supplying ts nuepas and some orns THs NuEpas. 

Besides, 251 (another important cursive) writes to Papos Kau Tov 
Kavowva THS HuEpas as does aeth, suspiciously adding THs nuepas in another 
order, as does Origen once; while pers with syr pesh has: to Bapos ts 
NKEPAS KAL TOV KAVOWVA QAUTNS. 


Matt. xxi. 27. Of Christ’s answer to the chief priests : 
Kaz arvoxpilevtes tw Inoov evtrov ove o1dapev * Edn avtois Kat autos 
ovde eyw AEyw vu Ev TOLa e€oVoLA TaUTAa TOLW. 

Here 604, with another important cursive 243 and the latin ms J, 
omits cau avtos, while ¢ ff, substitute «az enoous, and N e ff, h syr cu pesh 
and pers maouvs. Augustine substitutes Dominus, and in another place et 
Dominus. 


Matt. xxv. 11. Of the virgins: 
Tortepov Se epxovtat kat at Noval TapOevot Aeyoucar... Here 604 
alone leaves out mapGevor. 

You may ransack syr aeth copt and the rest of the Greeks with the 
Latins and not find the omission agreed to. Yet the persian version 
omits ! 

- This is really very striking and bears upon my contention that the 
base of pers although Greeco-Syriac antedates syr cu and syr sin. 

A reference to Dd will show an extra long line here, Xeyouca: and 
dicentes being squeezed in. Possibly wap@evor absent very early was 
already just supplied before the D d parent was executed. 


Matt. xxvi. 33. 
Concerning Peter’s confession of attachment to our Lord: 
ArrokpiOers Se o Iletpos exrev avtw * “Ex war mavtes cKavdadio- 
Oncovrat ev col, eyw ovdeToTe cKavdadicbncouat.”’ 
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Tischendorf does not admit us into the inner sanctum of textual 
criticism here, for the important little word avr is omitted by (a) b ¢ ff 
ph [hiant e k| vgg®? Reet A xiii Chryostom and Hilary, and the omission is 
confirmed by sah™ syr sin with its faithful ally pers and 604 with f*" Gn 
Adwers. Crit. = 503 Scrivener or 517 Gregory). 

Tischendorf had no Greek witnesses at the time, for although 503 
had been collated by Scrivener in 1863 it was not published until after 
Serivener’s death. Soden adds his large fam** in which is included 503 
[see this family again in the combination at Matthew xvii. 20 above]. 

Horner only quotes sah’ and syr sin for omission, neglecting Greek 
Latin and Persian witness. 

The point is whether Peter announced this to those assembled round 
our Lord or to our Lord directly, and there is a vast difference between a 
quiet asseveration and a noisy and popularity-bidding public address to 
the crowd generally. There was sufficient authority without the Greeks 
for Tischendorf to mention the omission. Merz cannot have noticed the 
large support for syr sin for he does not dwell upon the point at all. 


Matt. xxvi. 49/50. Of Judas’ betrayal : 


Kaz evews tpocedwv tw Incov exrre Xaipe paBB. kar xkatepirnoev 
auvtov. O de Inoous evrev avtw Etaipe ef w Taper ; 
Here 604, with the rather important cursive e*" and Soden’ (a MS 
at Sinai), omits avtw as does syr lier. 
D says Exrev de avtw o una ef o Taper erepar and 
d dixit autem illi ihs ad quod venisti ame (another mixture of ellipsis 
and suspension for amice, noticed elsewhere as to D’s greek, for which 
that document is famous). WN and z** omit Incous [this is quite neglected 
by Soden] writing ‘‘o de evrev avtw.” 


Matt. xxvi. 71. Of the damsel’s identification of Peter: 


E&€erOovra be avtov es Tov muAwVA ELdev AUTOV AAA, Kal EYEL TOLS 
exet Kas ovtos nv peta Incov tov Nafwpaiov. 

~ 157 writes cau Neyer avtots exewn. 

Now syr sin and pers OMIT exec here and thus agree with 157. 

The rest have avtous or tots but with exe. 

Here is a pretty puzzle. How did 157 get exewn if exer did not stand 
in its exemplar (otherwise close to syr and pers)? But if exesvn were basic 
and avtow became mutilated and read as tos, tors exervn Would become 
intolerable and therefore be changed to tous exer. 

Cf. syr sin wan wisawa (—exer) as against: 

syr pesh (exer) qwoly cools 1Solo. 

Herman von Soden refers to syr sin’s omission of exes in his upper 

notes but does not refer to 157 (he never cites pers) and Tischendorf cites 
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neither pers nor 157 although Scholz (p. 99 N.T.) had recorded 157 
correctly and reported pers. (Cf. Part II. note on —exec at John xviii. 2). 

Then consider the +xar Gedo of 157 at Mark v. 23 with pers alone 
+6e\w or +peto, and this reading will strike us as not very young after all. 

Then, after this addition, consider the important omission by 157 
alone at Mark xiv. 57 of cat avtov Aeyovtes Which may well be what Merx 
calls Wanderwérte and the cat avrov supplied by an over-zealous person 
in editio m of the sacred narrative. Pers omits cat avtov, writing 
“quidam alii subornarunt testes falsos et dicebant”’ instead of “ Kai twes 
avactavtes éxyevSopaptipouy Kat’ av’Tod Neyovtes.”” Now k also omits cat 
avtov writing ‘‘et alii surgentes commentiebantur et dicebant...” 
Whether deyovtes is a “ Wanderwort”’ or not remains an open question, 
but «kat avrov would seem to be wander-words. Upon reference to the 
passage it will be seen that «at avtov is not necessary ; would hardly have 
been excised if present, but readily supplied in an ‘‘improved”’ edition. 
Remains sy7 sin, which says ‘‘ Now some rose wp against him and say,” 
eliminating eWevdouaptupovy. This text looks to me younger here than 
pers and 157. There has been a change made in early times, and the 
methods employed should be able to teach us something. D d c ff insert 
Kat avtov after edkeyov as an afterthought as it were (from the margin ?). 
That good old witness aeth also omits cat avtov (against sah boh), but 
something bothered him for he duplicates the Xeyovres or conflates NeyovTes 
of most with the ereyov of D (syr sin), for he writes ‘‘ et surrexerunt testes 
falsi et loquuti sunt et dixerunt.” 

For —xat avtov we have now 157 k pers aeth. 

Can you find that combination in Tischendorf? Tisch is silent. 
Or in Soden? Soden is blind to it, for he simply says “Om «kar 
F787] (om kar avrov)”? T presume we should now add that very important 
document 6 3871 (= B elsewhere) for — «at avtov. 

Pers comes in again with 157 at Luke ix. 13 for the omission of evs 
mavra (before tov Xaov) and Paris’ witnesses to mavra being an addition 
or ‘‘ Wanderwort” by omitting it and writing es tov Aaov. (Three boh 
codices confirm 157 pers). 

Notr.—Neither Tischendorf’s nor von Soden’s apparatus cover many 
curious things exhibited by individual Greek mss, although they have 
Version support. A critical edition, however, which neglects these things 
in our day is faulty and not up to date. It forces the student to hunt 
over the older authorities from Mill to Scrivener, which should not be 
necessary. ‘The text-history can be rewritten in a measure from detailed 
observations of the kind indicated above. 

Observe further, as regards the “shorter” text, that an omission 
such as that of # in Mark xv. 8 of both ava8as and avaBoncas points in a 
different direction to that of other omissions, for here k avoids a very 
difficult choice between the two words, and his omission does not indicate 
that the omission is basic. 
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Mark i. 35. Of Christ’s withdrawal into a desert place for prayer: 
Kai tpar evvvxov dav avactas ene Kat amndAOev evs Epnuov ToTOV 
KQKEL TT POONUNETO. 

The primitive text here is in doubt, but 226 with Sod” a (exiit et 
abiit) c (exiens inde abiit) and sy7 sin omit avactas while D does the same 
but opposite e&y\Gev xae amndOev has “exsurgens abiit.” Syr sim has 
“ came forth went” without copula, but syr pesh “ antevertit et surrexit 
ac abiit,” while pers is ‘‘ surrexit et in locum desertum abut.” 

B* and a few important cursives such as 28 213 2”° Sod**! 1°"? have 
avaotas e&ndGev without car arndOev [but 604 Paris*’ and most agree 
with text recept|, while W has avacras amndOev without e&ndOev Kar. 

beqsurgens abiit d (as above) ff vg* exsurgens abiit 

6 surgens egressus et abit 

f vgg surgens egressus abit / surgens egressus est et abiit 

_ Goth holds the three expressions: usstandands usiddja jah galaith ana. 
Sah is wanting. Boh" express ‘‘ Kas avactas par evvvxov Mav e&ndOev,” 
but some vary. 


Mark 11. 26 fin. 
Of Christ’s reference to David’s action in the House of God: 
. - KAL EOWKE KaL TOLS GUY AUT@ OVOL. 

604 and 2” omit the final ovow. To these now add W Sod” and 
Sod“ with aeth. 

801 Hust 31 44 150 omit the whole clause, as does pers. 

Observe that W Sod°*° 2?° and 604 invert: kau edmxe Kat ToLs peT AUTO 
(—ovot) ovs ovx e€ect hayew et pon Tols Lepevolv (pro ovs ovK e€eoTL... 
Tols cuy avtw ovo) so that the ovs here might have caused the loss of 
ovat, but not so aeth, which maintains the other order, yet loses ovo at 
the end. 


Mark iv. 1. Of the crowd at the lake-side-teaching : 

Kat warw nptato ibackew trapa thy Oaraccay * Kar cvvnxOn mpos 
avToV OXYAOS TOAVS woTE avTOY EeuPayTa ets TO TAOLOV KAaPncBaL EV TN 
Gadacon * Kat TAS 0 OXXOS TPOS THY Paraccay ETL THS YNS NV. 

Here 604 alone leaves out mpos tyv Cadaccay altogether, but is 
supported by aeth. 

D reads wepav tns Oadacons as ad q and the Syriac, omitting ezz 
THs yns, and W ev tw avytadw as the Latins b ce f ff g r, while the versions 
vary, pers sal. and most boh expressing ev Tw avrytadw Ty Oadacons. The 
other boh codices vary, and arm expands to “on the shore they were 
keeping to the dry land.” 

fam lread apa tnv Oar. ere tns yns nv and 

A reads els 5; » 9 9 99 noav (6 in vel circa mare super 

terra erat sic) 
apparently ee ,, ,, mpos ,,  ,, mv (or noav) 
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Laura“! changes the order of the end to mv eme tns yns, and 
NBCLA d (erant sic) 892 with Evst 49 and y*“* and a few substitute noav 
for nv, while some Latins as syr have stabat or staret (c) or sedebat (e). 
Some have ere tyv ynv nv. 

In the midst of all this confusion (with d going against D with A, 
and 6 going against A with D) 604 stands out with a simple omission and 
has support of aeth. 


Mark iv. 20. Of the parable of the sower: 


Kaz ovtot evow ot emt THY YnV THY KAAHVY OTTApEVTES .. . 


28 2° and pers [mut. syr cu sin] omit ovtos. 

Add to these Sod’ and deduct 157 which I find does not omit 
[confirmed to me again by Monsignor Mercati] although Scholz reports it 
for omission with 28. 

Observe that NBCLA substitute exewvor. 


Mark v. 23. Of Jairus’ speech to our Lord: 
Kae tapexarer avtov ToAXa AEywY oTL TO OvyaTpLovy pou EcYaTws 
exer’ , wa eMwv eTLOns avTn Tas XELpas oTTas TwWOn Kat EnoeTat. 
157 inserts xa OeXw before wa ev = pers |Obs. the extraordinary 
base of pers in the later examples]. 


Mark v. 43. Of Christ’s injunction for silence following the healing : 
Kaz dveateikato avtols TONKA Wa uNndets yw TOUTO * KaL EvTrEe SOOnvaL 
avTn dhayew. oeehe 
Here 604 alone [now joined by Sod°, a very important witness], with 
d (which Soden neglects and he does not mention c ff) and c ff q with aeth 
and pers (replacing sy cw and sin which are wanting), omits tovto 
altogether. The diatessaron quotes ex Lwe viii. 56, which brings in to 
yeyovos (o Se mapnyyeirev autos pndeve every To yeyovos), and therefore 
Sod” 604 aeth pers c d ff and q are quite unaffected by a harmony here 
in Mark. 
Gregory will please note this and bring it into his new apparatus, for 
Tischendorf neglects the omission altogether, not even recording d which 
has: wt i nemint dicerent although D has wa pndes you tovto, the tovto 
occupying a place on the line below, opposite which d has nothing. 
—Tovto may well be basic, and have been supplied to round out the 
sentence. 
As a matter of fact the Latins vary the expression, / 6 and vgg having 
id, e having illum, a f having hoc, and b having istut, while ¢ d ff g omit. 


Mark vi. 39. Of the feeding of the multitudes : 
Kar eretakéev avtois avakAwat Tavtas cuptTocia oupTOcia... 
604 with arm and pers (this conjunction here apparently antedating 
the syriac of syr sin) omit wavtas, while Origen with 2° and Soden°*° 
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changes the order (barometric sign) to wavtas avaxdwat, and the important 
minuscule 33, with all doh mss but one, elides mavtas and substitutes 
QUuTOUS. ; 

33 604 therefore with boh arm and pers form no mean combination 
here for omission. 

[In my collation of Evan. 604 p. lxvi delete 473 (= 2”*) and place the 
reading of 604 on p. xxxil. under ‘“‘ Unique.” | 


Mark vu. 6. Of the quotation from Isaiah : 
O oe atroxpiders evtev avTols (oTL) KaXws Tpoedyntevcev Hoaas Tepe 
ULOV TWY UTOKPLT@V WS YEyPATTAaL:... 

For ws yeyparta: 604 substitutes Xeywy with c ff dicens, D dz xaz 
ecmev, fam 1 2° arm ws evmev, Sod”? os evcmev as a b: qui dixit, while syr 
sin conflates: ‘‘as it is written that he had said.” 

Clearly the reading of 604 c ff is the simplest of all, and syr sin knew 
both readings at the time that document was prepared. 


Mark vi.-8. Of the ceremonials of the Pharisees: 

Adgevtes yap tnv evtod\nv tou cov, Kpaterte THY Tapadoow TeV 
avOpotev Banticpovs Eectwv Kat TOTNPLMOY Kal AANA TApoOMoLA TOLAVTA 
TOANA TOLELTE. 

28 and 2°° (to which now add Sod°*’) omit 7oAXa. 

Observe great variety among others: tovavta Toda Tapomola, TONKA 
TAPOKMOLA TOLAUTA, TApPOLola TONNG TOLAUTA, TAPOLOLA TOLAVUTA TOLELTE 
TOMA, TAPOMoLA TroL“eLTE TOLaVTA ToAAAa, always shifting modda about, 
while a few drop rovavra in the process. 

Om. vers. syr sin. Cf. diatess. Haplic.SBLWA ad verb. avOpoTev. 

(Soden neglects 28 for omission of 7rodXa.) 


Mark vii. 23. Of the wickednesses of the human heart: 
TAVTA TAVTA Ta TOVH Pa eo wOev EXTTOPEVETAL KAL KOLVOL TOV avOpwrov. 

This follows the long list of evil things in verse 22, and ta movnpa is 
therefore not necessary in verse 23. For this reason it may have been 
removed as an “improvement” by 1 2”° and 604, who omit, but it is 
rather a strong combination among the cursives, and might be basic. I 
say ‘‘might”’ at a venture, but upon turning up the persian version, there 
again in that marvellous document, so pregnant of “base,” ta vrovypa 
does not finda place. It is quite striking. 

(Some omit mavta, some tavta and some ta ante movnpa.) 


Mark viii. 25 fin. 
Concerning the wording of the final clause as to the blind man’s 
restored sight : 
. Kat eveBreWev THNAVYWS aTTaYTAaS. 
Some read aravta (and DW zavta), and some dnAavyws, and some 
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aveBrerev, and some vary the order in which avayvtas or avavra finds 
a place, and aeth copt syr have wav or omne, but it is left for 33 alone 
of Greeks with ck alone of Latins to omit atavta or omnia outright ! 
Tregelles, confirmed by Soden (I suppose by independent collation), 
mentions 83, but Tischendorf has not mentioned 33 in his vith edition, 
confining himself to the enumeration of c k. In such a place as this 
omnia might well be an addition, and its omission be basic. 


Mark x. 8. Of the close union of husband and wife: 
woTe ouKeTe erat Ovo adra pa cape. 
28 (neglected by Soden) 71 Evst 222, now joined by W and Sod*” 
with d[contra D™] ff k syrr (pers) sah aeth (boh™®) have ov« for ovxerte. 
Notwithstanding this large testimony, Tischendorf does not even 
mention this variation. In his day only 28 71 and Hvst 222 witnessed to 
it. But now add W (confirming 28) and Sod*® with d ff k and versions. 


Mark x, 21. Of the righteous young man: 
O de Incous euBreWas avtw nyaTnoEV AUTOY Kal ELEY AUT...» 


aut, after euBreWas, is omitted by 28 and Clem. Tischendorf did 
not know of 28 when citing Clem. Sod'°** }°°" also omit. 


Mark x. 47. Of blind Bartimaeus: 


Kat axovoas ott Incovs 0 Nafwpatos eotw np~ato Kpalew Kat 
Aeyew ... 


28 omits Kar Neyer with sah!*° (Horner overlooks the agreement of 
Greek 28 with his sah Ms). 

Upon turning once more to the persian (oh wonderful and neglected 
monument of antiquity for control of such readings) it is found that pers 
also omits the car Neyewv or Aeywv of the rest. Pers us interpreted reads : 
et clamore sublato vociferatus est without any mere “saying” about it. 


Mark x. 51. 
Kat amoxpibes Neyer avtw o Incovs tu Oerers Tornow cor; O be 
tugnros evtev avtw paBBovi wa avaBreWa, 
28 with 892 (omitted by Soden) omits this second avrw. They are 


supported by ¢ aeth and once more by that wonderful pers (against the 
syriacs which we know) : ‘‘ Caecus respondit.”’ 


Mark xii. 4. Of the parable of the lord of the vineyard : 
Kat wadw atrecteide Tpos avtous adXov Sovdov. 

This «ac init. is omitted by 28 and c e sah 4/6 arm, and turning to 
pers the omission is once more confirmed by that version [syr sin omits 
the whole verse]. 

On the other hand wadw is omitted by W (sister of 28) with X and 
one sah MS”, not all as would be gathered not only from Tisch but from 
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Soden, for the rest substitute “‘ Afterwards” except sah’ which has both 
SeNNCuuc and on. 

Observe that arm pers quite replace the old syriac here, which omits 
the verse. 

(Note.—The viciousness of the elder Soden’s practice of quoting “‘af”’ 
instead of ¢ or k or ¢ k is illustrated excellently here. He says “om «au! 
i*Satc. He means “om. 28 ec” for k& has it ‘“ Et iterum.’’) 

Since W reads Kaz and 28 Iadw for Kar radw thus opposing the text 
of the majority, but each in a different way, it is clear that a mark of 
deletion stood in the margin of the common parent and was applied by 
one of them to the wrong word. 


Mark xu. 26. Of the resurrection, referring to Exod. i. 6: 
Ileps Se twv vexpwv ott eyetpovTat ove aveyvaTe ev TH BiBLa Macews 
emt THS Patou ws elTev avTw Oo Deos Aeyou eyw 0 Mcos ABpaapm... 
Aeyor is omitted by 28 b aur vg" diatess-arab sah 1/4 and syrr with 
pers and arm. 


Mark xii. 80. Of the first and second Commandments : 
QvuTy 7 P@T) EVTOAN “Kal deuTepa OMOLA AUT)... 
There is very great variation here, but 28 2”°, joined by W Sod” k 
ELus™°" + simply omit evtody while having airy mpwrn which is omitted 
together with evroAn by NBELAW copt. The syriacs retain avtn tpwtn 


€VTOAN. 


Mark xii. 34. Of the silence imposed by Christ’s answer : 
Kaz ovders ovkete eToNpa avTOV , ETEPWTNTAL. 

Here 28 with pers once more adds 7 after avrov and before erepwtncat. 
So do bq at the end: Ht nemo iam audebat eum interrogare QUICQUAM. 
This wording (without guicquam) is exactly that of d which retains jam, 
while the Greek of D opposite lacks ovxet: as do VW 124 Sod’** and sah 
boh. b-q especially in conjunction are very important in Mark. How did 
7. get in or out of the text? The secret seems to lie in the ov«/erz, for 
instance 61 c* reading ove without evz but not supplying 7 later. x'* 
places ovxerz last, writing: kat ovders eTo\ua avTov eTepwTncar oveeTt. A 
few and a merely reverse ovxet eroXpua to eroAua ovxett, N Paris®’ Sod™™ ¢ 
merely reverse avtov evepwtncat to emepwtncat avtov. It remains for W 
to supply a key, for W writes: cau ovders eroAua avtov ouKeTL eTEpwTar, 
bringing ovxerz before emepwtav, which in a close uncial supplies the 
missing 7 exhibited by b and q and 28 pers. The closest relationship 
between W 28 and some common parent is thus shown again here, for 28 
also writes evepwrav instead of erepwrncar. (Hvan 433 boh supply ev after 
emepwTnoat, Omitting ovxers previously.) 


t Diserte “xara Mapxoy” ... totwm locum exscripsit et in fine ita: avtn mpetn + Kau 
Sevrepa opora ravtn (sic). 
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Mark xiii. 2. Of the great buildings of the Temple 
Kaz o Inoovs amoxpiers evrev avtw PreTrELs TavTas Tas peyadas 
OLKOOOLAS ; 

o Incous is not found in 2° 604 a b i r? and vgk¥. Add also W 
and Sod°*’ which are observed also to omit. 

There exists quite some variety as to the form of the sentence, and 
there is hardly any reason to remove o Incovs, while there is every reason 
to insert it, because the Greeks do not mention Jesus by name in verse 1. 

Horner neglects 2° and 604 while giving a 0 7. 


Mark xiv. 35. Of the agony in the garden: 

Kat mpoedkOwv pixpov evecev ete TNS YNS KaL TpoonuxeTO... SO 
most, but DGS Sod fam 1 fam 13 2”° 604 al?° latt arm syr sin add 
ETL TPOTWTOV OY ETL TPOTwWTOV avToU, retaining eme TIS YNS. 

28 alone substitutes emt tpoowmov avtov for ems THs yns with c: in 
faciem (—ejus), for k syr sin and others have in facvem super terram. 

Pers opposes 28 here and has merely in terram as most Greeks. 

The conflation is old. 28 must have chosen the wrong half of it, 
unless by some chance 28 and ¢ alone retain the right half. 


Mark xiv. 46. Of the capture of Christ: 
Ox Se eweBadov eT avTov Tas YELPas AUTWY KaL EXpaTHoaY avToOV. 
892 (and now add W Sod also) d ff weth pers omit ex avtov. This 
amid a great variety of readings by the others. 


Mark xiv. 57. Of the trial of Christ : 
Kaz tives avactartes eyrevdowaptupovy KaT avToOU AEYOVTES OTL. « « 
157 (and now Sod?! a very important witness) with k pers and aeth 
omit Kat avtou. 
Observe the manner of treating this in some others. See p. 438. 


Mark xv. 36. 
In connection with him who tendered the sponge of vinegar: 
Apapov de els Kat yeutoas aToyyov o£ous TepiOers TE KaNapw eTroTLCEV 
auTov Aeywv Adee towmuev ex epxetar HrLws Kabedew auTov. 

This is a difficult place. As W is lacking here (hiat xv. 13-38) and 
28 exhibits a rare reading I will cite it. 

28 alone substitutes for Neywv “‘ or de NorTou EXeyov ’’ Which may come 
from a reference to Matt xxvii. 49 “‘ou d¢ Nourou eXeyov’’ |B and a few 
there erov|. In St. John xix. 29 wepifevtes (and wAncavtes previously 
of some MSs) makes the action that of more than one man. 

The fact remains, although the diatess follows Matthew’s wording 
“But the rest said,’”’ yet using all the Gospel accounts (§ li.) that syr sin 
and pesh turn Xeywv into the plural supplying a copula, while pers merely 
has a stop after evrorvfev avtov. and continues ‘‘ dicebant.”” They therefore 
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read the plural without supplying Aoroe of Matthew. D* cuts the knot 
by omitting Xeywv altogether. Ham 13 substitute Neyovtes for Neywv, but 
do it in an ampler way, turning all into the plural. Is XNeywr of most 
really basic in Mark or an error, and did the original read Aeyouor? Or 
was the original Latin dicunt or dicebant and not dicens ? 


Luke i. 21. Of Zacharias’ delay in the Temple: 
Kaz nv 0 Xaos TpocdoKxwy tov Zaxaptiav * Kar eOavpafov ev Tw Xpovitew 
QUTOV €V TW VAD. 
ev T® vaw is omitted by 604 and Soden'**, as well as by 34 39 108 
142* and k** (these Soden neglects). 
Syr cu and sim are both missing. 
BLWWE and 2° Paris®’ change the order. 


Luke i. 29. Concerning Mary’s wonder at the salutation of the angel: 
H de vdovea SuerapaxOn ert Tw NOYw avTou, Kat SieXoyLeTO TOTATOS ELN 
0 ADTAGCLOS OUTOS. 
Here the famous cursive c™ omits en with I Sod'** 3017 fam » exe. b 346 
Syr cu sin are wanting. 
L and a few substitutee. D Sod*® Sod'® emphasise av evn, but — en 
might well be basic. 
(Observe e “‘recogitans quia sic benedixit eam.’’) 


Luke i. 66. 
Of the wonder engendered at the baptism of John Baptist : 
Kaz efevto Tmavtes ot akovcavtes ev TH KapOla AUT@Y, NeYyoUTES. . . 
Here 604 omits ov axovoavtes with e syr pesh*®®, while syr sin omits 
mavres and ot akovoavtes. Soden now adds 348 (his’, quite an 
important ms) for omission of ot axovoavres, while neglecting to 
record 604. 
For o: axovoavtes CD* 118-209 130* 234 892 al. et Sod*" °** (of. 
FF goth arm) substitute ov axovoytes, while pers (as rendered) = Ht qui- 
cunque audivit, and aeth (as rendered) = Ht custodierunt in cordibus 
suis omnia quae audiverant, showing an apparent basic difference to be 
compromised. (See p. 454 Mark vi. 2). 


Luke ui. 3. Of the enrolment or registration : 
Kaz erropevovto Tavtes atroypapecbar, exaaTOS ELS THY Lolav Tod. 

Here c*™ omits exactos. Tischendorf fails to report this and Soden 
refuses to give the omission a place in his apparatus, but it is important. 
Observe that Burkitt for syr sin has to supply ‘‘ each one” in italics [he 
uses very few italics thus]: ‘‘ Now every one (-z1~ Jas) [was going] to 
be [enrolled] even from [his] city was each one going to his place that 
there he might be enrolled.”’ 

Notice also that N omits mavtes with Sod! ”, N* writes «az 
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erropevoyTo (retaining the plural verb) exaotos avoypadecbe ets THY eavTwV 
mou, shortening, as pers and diatess: “ Ht unusquisque wit ut in urbe 
sua describeretur,” and syr? “ Ht ibat quisque ut describeretur in urbem 
suam.” 

There is something to ponder over here. 


Luke ui. 11. Of the angel’s speech to the shepherds: 
ote ETEXON ULLY ONMEpOV GwTNP, OS ETL Xpiatos Kupios. 
onuepov is omitted by 604 with 18 50 55 62 116 201 n® Hust 52. 
Soden adds °° but neglects 604 and all the rest. (What ts the use of 
such notes ?) 
The important witness Sod’ *7 of the NB family changes the order to 
cwoTnp onuepov (as boh*) and may have imported oypepov from his margin. 


Luke vi. 10. Concerning the man with the withered hand: 
Kaz wepiBrewapmevos tavtas avtous, ete Tw avOpwre * Exrewov thy 
YEelpa Gov’ oO O€ ETOLNTEV OUTW * KL ATTOKATETTAONH N KELP AUTOU VYLNS ws 

n ANd. / 

This passage is practically in the same class as the one noticed 
toward the end of this chapter at vi. 48 jin. 

Instead of o d¢€ erouncoev, NDX al. it vg copt syr pesh arm aeth 
substitute o de e€erervey (compare Matt. xii. 13, Mark ii. 5), and a 
minority have o de eroinoev ovtws. The detail will be found in Tischen- 
dorf, but he neglects to state that c omits the phrase altogether! Soden 
having found another ms (Sod'***) which omits, does mention this in his 
notes. 

Syr sin is missing here, and therefore we have no check on the 
critical codices c** Sod’, Yet the situation is suspicious and reminds us 
of vi. 48. There, we have two alternatives: dua to Kadws orxodopnobar 
having no reference to the parallel, and refeyediwto yap emt THY TeTpaV as 
in Matt. vii. 25, while syr sin and gr. 604 show us a blank. Here we 
have o de etoimoev (ovrw) having no reference to the parallel, and o de 
eferewev a plain verbal importation from the double parallels in Matt. 
and Mark, while c** and Sod\*** exhibit a blank in Luke. 

The matter should be carefully noted, for the supplementary matter 
interjected in alternative phrases is not at all necessary at this place. 


Luke vi. 48 jin. 
Of the parable of the house whose foundations are secure : 


“ rePeuedtwTo yap ett THY TeTpav’”’ of most, 
or “dua To KadXws otKodouncOa avtny”’ of the few [negl. 
avuTnv 5 aol 
but entirely omitted by 604 and syr sin [Pers has the upper clause with 
most]. 
Aeth already conflates both readings. 
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Luke vi. 9. Of Christ’s appreciation of the centurion’s faith: 
Axkovoas be tavta o Inoovs eBavyacer avtov * Kar oTpadets Tw aKoONOU- 
GovvTt avTw OXAW ELTE... 

604 alone of Greeks, to which now add Sod**! 4, omits tauta. 

With this syr sin and syr hier agree, as also aeth and one boh ms*, 
while one sah Ms® says etTKe nat “ concerning these things.’”’ Horner 
omits to chronicle syr hier (all three codices) which agree with syr sin. 

Observe that while syr pesh has tavta it changes the order, and C* 
has Axouvoas 6¢ 0 Inaous tavta. 


Luke ix. 9. 
Concerning Herod’s speech about John Baptist (see Matt. xiv. 2 and 
Mark vi. 14) : 


ectev 6€ Hpwodns * lwavynv eyo arexepadica * Tis be ect ovTos Tepe 


ov akovw TotavTa; Kat efnrer LoELVY avToOV. 

For tis 6¢ eotw ovtos Hvan 248 substitutes tus esti ovtos alone, 
dropping oe, but withce: “‘ quis est hic,” and: “hic quis est” by bffalqr 
(cf. 243 >t1s S€ ovtos eott). With the Latins without copula go syr cu 
sin pers and diatess (and sah 1/5 boh™). 

The diatess interlards Luke ix. 9 between Matt xiv. 12° and xiv. 13°, 
but is clearly from Luke, avoiding Matt xiv. 2 here. See diatess § xviii. 
20 and its beginning. 

Alone, with aeth, Evan 157 substitutes ovy for de in Luke ix. 9. 


Luke ix. 13. Of the loaves and fishes and the multitudes : 

Eure de mpos avtovs * Aote autos vers payew. Ov de evrrov * Ovx 
elo npLy TAELOV N TEVTE ApToL KaL dv0 LXOvVES, EL _penTL TropeUOEVTES NpELS 
ayopacwpmey els TAVTA TOV NaoV TovTOV Bpwpmara. 

157 (with Paris®’ ess rov Naov tantum) and pers with boh™™S omit exs 
TAVTA. 


Luke ix. 20. Of Christ’s enquiry for the testimony of the apostles: 


Eure d¢ avtous * vpess Se Tia pe AeyeTE ELvat ; 


604 omits pe revere ecvas altogether, alone with Dial. As to syr sin 
it is mutilated, but Burkitt says ‘‘ there is not space for all the words.” 

Pers, observe, slightly alters, saying ‘‘ Vos de me quid dicitis.”’ 

Some aeth mss I believe omit pe exvar. 


Luke x. 5. Of the salutation due on entering a house: 
Els nv & av orxvav evoepynobe mpwtov Neyete * Expnvn tw o1Kw TovTw. 
Paris” and D*? with d* r Orig and Tert™° omit mpwrov. (Tert™™: 
“quam introissent domum pacem ei dicere.’’) 


Luke xii. 34. Concerning the proverb of the heart and its treasure : 
oTtou yap eoTlv o Onaaupos UMM, EKEL KaL KapOLa Uw EOTAL. 
e* omits esraz outright with Sod’**’. 
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Of the Greeks LA substitute ecru. 

D and some place it between exes and xau. 

The word may not originally have completed the sentence at all, 
which is complete without the second verb. Tischendorf, as so often, 
does not report c™ here. ; 

The reason for which I emphasise the witness of c** even when alone 
is that elsewhere this MS lends its voice to very powerful minority 
groups, as at xix. 23 —xas wit. Of course c** is quite a critical codex as 
may be seen in its graphic efeAOew for ehOew at Luke xiv. 20 fin. or at 
Luke xxiv. 32 jin. 

(Cf. ¢* at Luke xiil. 80 01 exyatou pro evow exxato. Paris*’ supplies 
ot but has esow which c lacks.) 


Luke xi. 15. 
Of our Lord’s personal application in his answer to the dpy:ovvayoyo 
as to healing on the sabbath: 

Amexpi0n ovy avtw o Kupios, cat extrev, Troxpita, exactos vpov To 
caBBatw ov d\ver Tov Bovy avtouv n Tov ovoyv ato THs haTYNS Kat aTAYyayov 
motile: ; TauvTny Oe, Ouyatepa ABpaap ovcar . 

The authorities cannot agree whether our Lord said vroxpita! or 
vmoxpitai! and are very much divided. As the record says amexpiOn obv 
avT@ 0 Kvpios Kal eimev (and not amexp. otv 6 Kupios Kal eimevy avdt@) it 
may well be that the less personal droxpitai and not broxpita was the 
apostrophe. 

But c'7 alone shows us a blank here, and has neither. 

Tisch again fails to exhibit here the omission of ce". Sabatier calls 
attention to Tertullian*° which (although non liquet) has no introduction 
and begins ‘‘ Unusquisque vestrum sabbatis non solvit” ... quoting in full 
to morfe. Certainly c* and Tert should be coupled and mentioned 
together. 


Luke xiv. 8/9. Of the place at the wedding feast : 


Mnzote evtipotepos cou n KeKAnpEVOS UT’ avTOU Kal EMOwY O GE KaL 
auTov KaXecas, eper cot’ Aos TovTw , TOTOV*. . 


Here 157, with copt and syr, supplies tov before romov. This may ~ 


have been lost immensely early. Observe aeth: ‘‘ Cede huic personae ” 
(‘‘ the place’ understood). 


Luke xvi. 12. 
What Christ said in his comment on the parable of the unjust steward : 
Kat e« ev Tw adXoTplw TLoTOL OVK eyevecOe, TO UpETEPOY TLS VL 
S@cet; 
157 and ¢ i 1 with Tert™” are definite as to the substitution of euov 


for vyerepon. 
(nuetepov by BL Sod**! and Evst 21 Orig.) 
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Luke xvii. 23. What action to take when the Son of-Man is announced : 
Kaz epovow vw * Idov woe 7 vdov exer, on atrenOnre unde SiwEnrte. 
157 with syr and pers omits unde duwEnte. (Cf. B and sah.) 


Luke xviii. 2. 
Of a judge in a certain city and the importunate widow : 
Neywou * Kpetys tes nv ev tiv TONE... 

e* and o* with pers omit tis; but then syr sin thereagainst omits 
tit, perhaps for the same purpose of destroying the pleonastic ‘ pair”’: 
“A certain judge there was in a certain city.’ But note that the 
important Ms Paris also omits ts with c*. 

(Some have 7 for tuys, and 33 has ev tive Ty Tone.) 

Sah very simply ‘‘ A judge in a city”’ with two indefinite articles : 
OCKPITHC on owmoaic, and boh also, which does not however trans- 
literate the Greek words. 


Luke xviii. 9. 
Of the introductory clause as to the parable of the publican and the 
pharisee in prayer : 
Eure O€ Kal T Pos TLVAS TOUS Temollotas ep EAUTOLS OTL ELOL OuKaLol Kal 
eEouJevouvtas tovs AoTovs * Thy TapaBornv tavTnv * AvOpwrot dvo 


aveBnoav eis To Ltepoy TpocevEacbas... 

ce leaves out tnv mapaBorny tavtnv. So does D* and d. No others 
apparently. But observe that the syriacs sah and pers bring it in quite 
early in a peculiar place and order before zpos tuvas, ‘‘ And he was saying 
this similitude (or parable) against (certain) folk that trust in them- 
selves... ,’ while the Latins, even those which have s¢militudinem for 
parabolam, keep the Greek order. 

Tischendorf should certainly have mentioned c“*. He only says: 
ad Ss ee 


Luke xxii. 15. 
Concerning the last supper and the mention of the Passover : 


Kae evtev pos avtous ‘ eriupta eTiOupnoa TovTo To Tacya payelv 


pe? vuwy po Tou pe Trae. 

In this very important passage (uncomplicated by the accounts in 
Matthew and Mark) the noteworthy cursive 71 with vg? and syr cu sin 
boh™ with Tert™"¢ very definitely : Concupiscentia concupivi Pascha edere 
vobiscum antequam patiar, completely suppress touto or hoc, against the 
other Greeks and Latins, against syr pesh and the diatess (quoting Luke 
xxii. 14/16 continuously). The only Latins besides vg” to throw light on 
the matter are c and Hilary. In ¢ ‘“‘hoc”’ is present but ‘‘ Pascha”’ 
absent; thus also in Hilim Ps3.63; desiderio cupivt HOC manducare, but 
Hil P«. 189 neglects hoc and introduces Pascha without hoc: “ desiderio 

2G 
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desideravit cum discipulis Pascha manducare.” Possibly in ¢’s copy a 
mark was present for the deletion of hoc which that ms applied to Pascha. 
Tischendorf and Soden completely ignore the omission of touvro, and again 
refuse to let us enter with them the arcanwm of textual criticism. 


Luke xxi. 15. 
Concerning Pilate’s speech to the assembled multitude about our 
Lord’s apparent guiltlessness : 


.. aveTeprpa yap upas tpos avtov [al. aveveurev yap avtov Tpos 
nuas | Kat toov ovdev a€tov Pavatou cote TETpayLEvoY AUT. 

Here sdov is omitted by e“[I wonder if this should not be c*"] and 
D* d with vgg?® [hiat r2| syr cw sin pers and diatess. 

Tisch and Soden report this because D d also omit. I introduce it 
to show the omission upheld by one cursive. The dtatess quotes con- 
tinuously Luke xxiii. 4/16. There ig an sdov in the previous verse 
xxiii. 14 not modified by syr cw sin pers, but for cat cdov eyw there D 
writes: xayw oe, and d: et ego autem, and diatess also without ecce 
there. 


Luke xxiv. 39. 
Of Christ’s request for identification after the resurrection : 


dete Tas XElpas Lov Kat Tous Todas jou OTL QuTOS eyo etl * Wnrady- 
GATE ME KAL LOEeTE ‘OTL TTVEULA OapKa KQAL OOTEA OUK exel Kalas EME Jewperte 
EXOVTA. 

The Greek cursive 300 omits avros with a r? l. Syrr copt omit 
avtos altogether, while the rest vary the order and form of avtos eyw expe 
considerably. (Pers omits altogether). avros probably came in for 
emphasis from the margin. Soden adds *", presumably «*7 = 4 (Paris 
nat. 84) for plain omission of avtos, and indeed an addition to the basic 
text would be quite likely here. 

(Soden, as usual, neglects the witness previously reported for omission, 
viz. Evan. 300.) 


John i. 15. 
Concerning the wording of John Baptist’s witness to Jesus: 


Iwavyns paptupel Tept avTou, Kat KeKparye Neywv * OuTos HY ov EvTroy * 
O omiow pov epxopevos, euTrpoabev pov yeyover. ae 

314 (= Sod“) reads ears for nv. The Latins vary between est (a b ¢ 
efqrpmaur vgg*) as (syr), and erat (h & [hiat d] vgg™™ Iren Aug), but 
Hvst 54 omits outright. 

This is interesting because N alone of Greeks omits ov ev7ov following, 
with arab, as if between nv and oy evrov a mark had perhaps been set 
indicating omission, and 8 had omitted ov evrov and not nv. 

The bohairic really seems to omit mv (xe dat OH ETAIZXOC 
ee huTe). 
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John ii. 19. Of the rebuilding of the temple (of His body) : 


Atrexpt0n o Inoovs Kat evtev avtois Avoate Tov vaov tovtov Kat 
€V TPlLolV NMEPALS EYENPW AUTOP. 
Evst 47 reads with Ignatius dva tpiwv nuepov. 


John vy. 27. Of the Father’s great gifts to the Son: 
... Kae e€ovcray ed6mKev avtw Kat Kplow Troe. . 
Now edexev is omitted outright only by Hust 47 and diatess, making 
ebwxey of verse 26 serve here also. Observe that the syriac and pers 


substitute fecit for dedit in verse 27. Neither Tisch nor Soden notice 
these readings. 


John vi. 22. Concerning the departure of the disciples : 


T'n eauptov 0 oxNos 0 eoTHnKwS TEpay THS Oadacons LOwV OTL TOLAPLOV 
ANNO OVK NV EKEL EL LN EV EXELVO ELS O EVEBNGAY OL “AONTAL AUTOV, KAL OTL OV 
cuvetandGe Tos padntats avtov o Incovs evs TO TWAOLApLOV, AAA jLovOL OL 
pabnrar avtov anor. 

Neglecting other variations, observe that the syrivacs t with pers omit 
the last clause, as do the diatessaron and Hvan 220 and Hust 222 (z2°"). 
Tischendorf mentions 220 but neglects z*", while Soden calmly ignores 
both Greek manuscripts. 

There is no break in diatess between verses 22 and 23 (proceeding 
with 23/60 continuously). Observe that the Latins (so intimately 
connected with the syr and diatess) apparently do not recognise this 
omission. 

(NS 56-58-61 jf, J omit amndGor in this clause.) 


John vi. 23. 
Of the ships from Tiberias, whether they came, had come, or were there : 


Ardnra be nO Trovapia ex TiPeptacos eyyus Tov ToTou oTrou edayov 
TOV apTov evyaptoTncavTos Tov Kupiov. 
892 and Sod‘*** with the diatess have nv for Ae. 


Some have 7\Gov for nAGe placing it in various differing positions. 


N has ereAOovtwy ovy tov wAovwv for adda Oe HAGE (or nAPov) TOLapLA 
and ovons instead of tov to7rov. D has addAwv trrovapiwy edXovTwy (d aliae 
naviculae venerunt). Cf. br: et cum supervenissent aliae naves, cf. sy7r cu. 

The vg has: aliae vero supervenerunt naves. (Supervenerunt is 
favoured by the Latins, but not by a def.) 

Among all this variation, 892 Sod'** diatess substitute nv. It seems 
to mé that, including this 7y, it all savours of retranslation. 


+ Syr sin is said to be illegible here, but syr cu agrees with syr pesh and pers to 
omit. (Pers doubtless replaces syr sin.) 
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John vi. 42. 
Of the murmuring Jews’ speech concerning the parentage of our Lord 
and of his strange speech about his descent from Heaven : 

Kau edeyov ovy ovtos eat Inaovs o vios Iwan, ov nets oLdapev Tov 
TATEPA KAL THV LNTEPA, TTWS OVV Neryel OUTOS OTL EX TOV OUPAVOU KATA- 
BeBnka ; i 

There is found to be a difference of opinion as to whether ovy or vuv 
should follow tras. 

BCTW Sod” boh arm syr hier Ath®™ supply vuv. 

S and D on the other hand, with the other Greeks, most Latins and 
sah 4/7, prefer ovv. 

The peshitta does neither, but prefixes «az. 

The editors are strangely enough agreed here ; Tisch and Hort on the 
strength of BOT, and Soden on the strength of BCT and the additional 
W Sod, print tos vuy. But are they right? Does not perhaps little 
v'" here hold the key, which cursive Ms writes ws tantum ? 

The point is that syr cw sim and pers with arab and the latins ae 
and sah 3/7 are agreed to omit in the same way as v“", merely saying Tas. 
Still the editors might be right; but when we find Parts” backing up 
v", the syriacs, a e, the persian, the arabic, and sah 3/7 for omission we 
must pause to ask the reason why. 

Since therefore once more N and B are not agreed (and aeth boh**™™ 
vg»® conflate) does not Paris®” hold (with v*") the true base behind NB, 
and are not syr pers with sah 3/7 and Paris®’ v** the purveyors of the 
“true text” ? 


John vi. 64. Of Christ’s speech to the disciples on a certain occasion : 
AXA evow €& vpwv Ties of ov TLETEVOVCW. 

Here twes is omitted by 157 alone, and indeed may well be an 
addition. Tischendorf, recognising this, chronicles the omission, but 
Soden does not think it worth while, although a reference to syr sin and 
aeth appears to confirm it. Observe here that the order of most: e& vuewv 
tives (So also syr cu) is varied by STX°3 and some very important cursives 
(plus syr pesh hier) to twes e& vywvr. 


John vi. 70. ‘The apostrophe as to a traitor being among the twelve: 
Amexpt0n avtois o Incovs * Ouw eyw vyas Tous Swoexa e&eheEapnv 
Kat €€ viwwy els StaBoXos eotv. 

Evan 28 omits tous dwéexa. Cf. syr cw sin. 

Note that 185 (Sod* and a very critical codex) omits eferAeFaunv, 
having evidently mistaken the word to be deleted. Thus again 185 
alone omits e€ before vuwr, intending probably to omit e/g with N*; and 
thus 2°° omits car e€ vr, retaining eis. 

John xii. 14/15. 
Of Christ’s example in the washing of the feet: 


Eu ovv eyw eviya vywv tous todas, 0 Kuptos Kat o SidacKanos, Kat : 
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upels operdeTe adANAwY vieTTEW TOUS TOdas. Trroderypa yap eOwKa vyLY, 
wa Kabws EY@ ETTOLNOA UMLV, KAL UMELS TOLNTE, 

Now this yap is omitted by 604 and the very important cursive c". 
The saying is more stately thus. Not “For I have given you an 
example,” but very simply and majestically: ‘I (your Lord and Master) 
have given you an example.” 

Does syr sin omit? No, it has de. Do any others? Apparently 
none except the diatess, for Soden says ‘‘om yap Ta I 183/1386.”” Now 
the diatess is a good witness here, for it quotes continuously John xiii. 1/20. 
There are no other witnesses then for this stately phrase? Yes there are, 
and important ones too. Soden’s notes in such cases are too maddening 
for words, for when he supplements Tvschendorf (as here, Tisch neglecting 
the omission of c**) he cannot even get the matter right. 

Observe then that syr hier®’ also omit. Is that all? No, for pers 
(wonderful witness!) also omits [against syr pesh and sin]. Is that all? 
No, not yet, for d, that other extraordinary witness, also omits, against 
D* opposite. Such opposition between d and D* invariably means a. 
ereat deal. I discover these omissions of von Soden by chance, but. 
Sabatier had already called attention to the reading of d. Students. 
cannot possibly see these things in Tischendorf or Soden. Aeth™ 
renders ‘‘ Quia exemplum dedi vobis” without yap which the Coptic 
versions hold. Is this quite all? No, because Aphraates opposes syr 
sin and also omits yap altogether. For omission then, instead of 
Tatian 604 and c* as Soden tells us, we have: 604 c* d pers syr 
hier®© diatess Aphraates and (aeth). 


John xix. 40. Of the custom of the Jews at burial: 
EXaBov ovv to copa tov Inoov Kat ednoav avto ofoviois peta ToV 
apwpatav Kabws eos ects Tors lovdatois evtadialerv. 
Paris’’, with sah boh (aeth), omits ect. Sod (ed. B & G) Sod'*™ 
omit €fos. 
Observe NW Greg*¥* substitute nv for ectt. (>eotw eBos X” 185 ac 
Fn@ of. ¢. 


John xx. 15. Of the risen one’s speech to Mary in the garden: 


Aeyes avtn o Inoovs * Tuva, te krares 3 twa Enters; Exewvn doxovoa 
OTL O KNTTOUpOS EoTL Neyer aUTW Kuple. . . 
28, with syr sim and dimma, omits o Inaovs. 


So, among the Latins, observe: 
John xxi. 13. 
Of Christ’s post-resurrection action at the lake-side : 
Epyertaz (ovv 0) Incovs Kat KauBaver tov aptov Kar Sidwow avtas. 
c with syr sin omits this epxerar. 
c reads merely: Tune Jesus accepit... 
syr sin merely: Ht accepit Jesus... 
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Luke vi. 45. 

o ayabos avOpwmros ex tov ayafouv Oncavpov THs Kapdias avTou 
mpoeper To ayabov * Kat o Tovnpos avOpwros ex Tov Tovnpou Onaauvpov THs 
Kapdias avtou mpopepet TO ToVNpoV. 

Here ff, alone elides the first rns xapdias, writing: Bonus homo de 
bono d'ensauro suo proferet bonum ... thus alone agreeing with Dial”. 


Mark vi. 2. 


Kat yevopevouv caBPBatou npEato ev TH TUVAYwYN OvdacKely * KAL TOAKOL / 
axovovtes e€eTANTCOVTO, AEyOVTES: TOMEV TOUTW TAVTA;.... 

As against axovovtes of textus receptus supported by SABCW une’ 
al and d f f gizil gr 8 vgg with audientes, D*FHLA*IIA Sod” some 
minn, including some interesting manuscripts (and a with cwm audissent), 
prefer axovoaytes, but b c e have neither but exhibit a blank. It is 
eminently a place, as will be seen upon close inspection, where a word 
could naturally be added, and the fact that the authorities vary as to its 
form or tense shows that it may be an early addition. The Greek Ms 
W would probably have omitted with b ¢ e had it continued this 
recension beyond Chapter V. I mention the example particularly 
because W- ceases to convey this type of text before the end of ch. V. 
[ Hiant syr*™, sed habent syr?"™* pers et diatess|. Of. Luci. 66, p. 445. 

Lastly, consider Matt. iv. 1 —vzo tov mvevpatos 892 P** soli, where 
the order is changed by NK 157 syr aeth, suggesting something amiss ; 
and Mark ii. 11 —cor Xeyw eyerpe by Paris® alone, while W 40 46 61 252 
y* Sod4* b ¢ e omit cou Aeyw, and 1 sah 1/2 omit eyerpe, and N [not 
reported by Tisch or Sod] varies the order >eyerpe cor Neyw | Hiant syr**™]. 


Von Soprmn’s New TESTAMENT, issued July 1913. 


The crowning volume of von Soden’s labours, viz. the New Testament 
volume itself, reached me after nearly all of Part I. of this essay was set 
up. I have used it for Part II. although this necessitated resetting a 
considerable amount of type, but for Part I. I was afraid I would not be 
able to use his work except occasionally in St. Luke and St. John, 
but I have managed to work in most of the evidence throughout. 

I shall attempt no thorough review of his system or of his work 
at this place. Occasional notes will be found where it is desirable to 
correct his apparatus or to supplement my own. 

I said at the beginning of this essay that the readings of Westcott 
and Hort, that is those of the ms B, had been generally accepted in 
England and nearly as much so in Germany. I am told that in Germany 
this is not the case. Let us look at a passage in von Soden’s new 
edition for information. 

Upon the strength of B, Westcott-Hort have printed at Matthew xiii. 4 
kat eMovta ta metewa Katehayev avta, instead of kar Aber (or nrAOov) Ta 
meTewa Kat Katehayey avta. B had support only from fMatthaei Fryer 
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y * (not mentioned by Tisch) and fam 13 but they add tov ovpavov after 
TTETELVA. 

I was surprised to find von Soden follow suit for this reading of 
eovta ta Tetewva (—xKat). His note on the evidence is not absolutely 
clear, but one is to infer that besides B, these other mss have been found 
to have the reading, viz. 050 (ms at Tiflis related to the D text, which 
latter here has the ordinary text) 6 30 (= 4, otherwise more related to &, 
which does not have it) « 1444 (Athos, Pantel. 101) e 1413 (Athos, 
Pantocr. 34) e 1833 (Athos, Pantocr. 60) ¢ 1216 (Berlin 55, Greg 659); I 
suppose a little iota must stand for family 13, but he does not mention 
the Mss by name nor do we know detatiely whether the whole group 
of twelve Mss: 


13-69-124-174-230-346-543-788-826-837-983-—Serres 


Ser. 556 
has the B reading. 


Scholz and Tisch after fam 13 had said “ alii,” but von Soden’s list 
does not bear this out, his witnesses being mss unknown to Scholz and 
Tischendorf. Tischendorf neglected to mention the other witnesses 
represented by ‘‘al.”’ They seem to be confined to the Lectionary class 
and are f of Matthaei (Hust 49) H** (Hust 150) y** (Hust 259). It would 
have been better for von Soden to mention these additional witnesses, as 
his choice of reading needs defence. It presupposes, like Hort’s, that 7Ar@ov 
Ta Tetewa grew out of a basic edOovta metewva, but then B has edOovta 
Ta metewa, and how account for the suppression of ca seq.? If B and 
the others read eXfovta wetewva there would be some force in thinking 
that the other readings had sprung from this, but does not eAfovta ta 
mererva merely indicate misreading Or revision. 

Where are NU and D and W and Z? Opposed to B. Where does 
Origen stand? Opposed to B. [This von Soden’s notes do not indicate, 
as he merely reports AK (Kovvy) for the regular reading.| Where are 33 
and 892? Opposed to B. And so are all the rest of the mss, and the 
versions. I mention this to show that B is still regarded too highly in 
Germany as a basic or neutral text, and von Soden’s text probably per- 
petuates an error of B and of his small following. 

There is no trace of this in any of the Latins, and e k, both extant 
here, support the usual Greek text against B. 

—xat is however found in sah and boh 1/2 after the eee manner. 

‘‘Came the birds (of Heaven), they ate them.” 
. Is this the secret? The other versions do not omit xaz. Must we 
trace this matter also to coptic influence on B? Very possibly; and B’s 
forerunner, not liking 7\Gov...catredayov without copula in Greek, 
although the coptic admits of it, changed the first Greek aorist to the 
participle. 

I claim that the versions have been unduly magnified sometimes to 

support a Greek reading, but aso, as in the present case, unduly relegated 
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to the background when their joint testimony is of considerable value. 
If von Soden had properly grouped his evidence, and instead of saying : 

K gegen H* etc. 
he had said 

K, I, rell et latt syr verss et Patres gegen H* etc. 
we would have seen the real evidence. 

Had he intimated that sah and part of boh omitted the copula xaz, 
while holding 7Afov, we should also have got a glimmer of the probable 
reason for the B reading, but he is silent on this point. 

This is not intended to be unfriendly criticism of von Soden, but 
only meant to indicate the lines along which we must work for a true 
grasp of the problems involved before printing new texts. After going 
through von Soden’s apparatus to supplement my own, I have however 
come to very serious and disparaging conclusions as to his work in 
general. Huis notes are exceedingly inaccurate, his text is not founded 
upon any consistent method of using evidence, and I regret to say that 
he has repeatedly invented Scripture in his text without manuscript or 
Patristic authority. The proof to this effect shall be submitted separately, 
but some of it will be found noticed in scattered places in these volumes. 


As to the Kown, 


There remains one argument to be dealt with, and that concerns. 
the possibility of someone saying that, after all, the variations in B are 
few in number and probably less than in most Mss. That is hardly so. 
If the reader wants a tenth-century example of a Ms true to the Church 
type let him examine Matthaei’s k, a most beautiful and neat Ms, one 
of our very early cursives, and in this Ms will be found a true exponent 
of the Kow7. Had Erasmus used this, no fault could have been found, 
and yet but little difference is to be found between k and the textus 
receptus, while B and his group differ injinitely more among themselves 
at a period much more remote. 

The Kow probably preserves ‘‘ the true text’’ at Luke xxiii. 8: 

nv yap Oedwv e€ tkavov (—Xpovov) Loew avTov ... or, as reported by 
W [teste Lake] 241 Evst 48 49 54 63°" z* Hi": nv yap e& txavov 


(—xpovov) Oerwv dew avtov... 


This is a peculiar construction, but, being the more difficult or 
idiomatic without xpovov, is probably to be preferred. 

Soden here abandons the chief uncials, which have e& txcavwv xpovar, 
and prints e€ cxavov OeXwv without giving any authority for the K (Kow7) 
which he quotes, for the K has >dedwyv e€ txavov. 

It so happens however that not only W [teste Lake contra Soden] 
agrees with Soden’s text of e& txavov Oedwv, With six lectionaries, but | 
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that 241 (Matthaei’s k), the very MS under consideration above, does 
this also. I wonder if Soden has stumbled on the “true text” here as 
confirmed by 241. _ For notice that the genius of all the versions 
requires the expression of ypovov. Hence the versions very likely 
reflected on our earliest Greek Mss as seen already so often elsewhere, 
and led to the addition of ypovov, or substitution of sxavwyv ypovwr, while 
the maligned textus receptus may hold the base here, and Soden and 
241 preserve the true order! It is more than curious, for Soden appears 
to do so quite innocently, and ignorantly of the true evidence as to the 
Kou. 

Winer has a brief reference to the passage on p. 459 (English edition, 
1882), but Moulton in his translator’s note 3, while saying ‘“‘ In Luke xxiii. 8 
quoted above in the text, e€ tcavwv xpover is no doubt the true reading” 
goes quite beyond his province, and is merely bowing to the authority 
of the company of NBD(L)T etc., whereas there is no such certainty 
about ‘‘ the true text’ here, and the indications seem to me to point the 
other way, and ypovov more likely to have crept in than to have slipped 
out or to have been suppressed in an “‘ Antioch”’ revision. 

As this brings up again Twrner’s ex parte obiter dictum of the oldest 
MSS against the later ones (‘‘which issue will never have to be tried 
again’) I make free to go into the case as to cxavos a little more fully 
than Winer or Moulton (Blass is silent), for it is a very pretty test 
passage indeed. 

Now that we have seen that the ‘‘ oldest’ Mss were affected already 
by the versions or by the Greek text underlying the versions (whichever 
way the critics prefer to have it put), we can the more readily see the 
bearing of the present case as to the untrustworthiness of the ‘‘ oldest” 
Greek MSS in just such a case, and realize perhaps that, although 
mutually supporting each other, NBD(L)T 157 ¢ d sah +T' Sod 892 
Paris” Laura‘! are wrong, and that the Kowy and 241 are right at 
Luke xxiii. 8. 

The justification for this view is to be found in the classical example 
at Acts xx. 11 where the writer (doubtless St. Luke) in telling of St. Paul’s 
long preaching at Troas, after the revival of Eutychus, says: 

“avaBas Se kat KNacas Tov apTov Kal yevoapevos, Eh LKaVOY TE OLLANTAS 
axpe avyns ovtws e&ndOev.” 

Here “until break of day” qualifies e¢ cxavoy sufficiently to give it 
its true Lucan meaning. 

This ef exavov then at Acts xx. 11 (not noted by Winer) is the 
complement of e€ ceavov in Luke xxii. 8. 

Besides, if we look further, we find that cxavos is used by the writer 
of the third Gospel and of the Acts no less than 25 times, whereas it is 
found elsewhere only six times in St. Paul’s Epistles and three times in 
St.’Matthew and St. Mark. 


458 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


That St. Luke used cxavov without ypovov in xxii. 8 is probable, 
because he so thoroughly understood the technical value of the word in 
Greek. Thus at Acts xxil. 6 besides using ¢ws cxavov of the “ great” 
light (an ‘ eafolding’ light, see Acts 1x. 8) at St. Paul’s conversion, at 
Acts xx. 37 txavos b¢ eyeveto kXavOuos Ttavtwy ‘‘ But they all set up a 
great weeping,” at Luke xxiii. 9 (in close proximity to the passage under 
review) emnpwta be avtov ev doyous txavors ‘ But he questioned him in 
many words”’ (a sufficiency of words), we find in Acts xvii. 9 of the 
taking of bond or security from Jason : 

““ «at NaBovtes To tKavov,” simply, 
which is the correct technical term (not referred to by Winer or Blass). 
Therefore when we read at: 

Acts xii. 12 ov noav txavor cvvnOpoicpevot Kat TpocEevyopevot 
or ,, xix. 19 txavor de... Tas BiBNovs KaTEKAaLOY EvwTLOY TAVTOV 
we understand that many were gathered together, and that many burned 
their magical books, and not only that certain did so. 

So again at Luke xxii. 38, of the two swords before the betrayal, 
our Lord’s comment is reported thus by St. Luke: ‘‘o de extev avtous 
txavoyv ect.’ That is to say not only “they are sufficient” but ‘it 
is plenty.” (Cf. 2 Cor. ii. 6 txavoy tw Totovtw 7 emitipta avtn). Re- 
turning to Luke xxiii. 8/9 jobeenve that Ae meet ie vith the use LKAVOS 
alone in both verses to signify ‘‘much”’ or ‘‘ many”’ 

xxl. 8. O d¢ Hpwdns tdwv tov eae exapn Atay * nv yap Perav e£& tKavou 
LOELY AUTOV.... NU ri eee 

Xxlll. 9. emnpwra de avTov ev NoYols tKavols * avTos de ovdeV aTEKpLVATO 
avT®. 

The genius of the versions then permits of the translation of cxavors 
in verse 9 by “many,” but requires in verse 8 the addition of ‘‘ time” 
to cxavov. The versions then can only be used to trace the matter 1 In a 
subsidiary sense. 

To e€ ucavov HMX ¢ IT minn* and W add ypovov as most Latins, 
the Syriacs, Aeth and Boh. 

While ¢& txavwv xpover is siptehbdips by NBDTT"' Sod 157.892 
Paris’? Laura’? and c d of the Latins: ‘a (or de) multis tempor tbus.” 
Thus also the armenian apparently, and the sahidic orTn SENNOG 
fovOEty (against boh icxen Ovsercy Mocporoc). And ARTAA 
unc rell’ most Greek cursives have with the textus receptus Oerwv e& 
exavov, While Soden’s text prints e€ ccavov Oekwv. He recognised then that 
Xpovou or ypovwy had probably come in from the outside, but in adopting 
this order I hardly think that he recognised that it is supported by VW 
[teste Lake contra Soden] and by 241 Evst 48 49 54 63°" and 2 H'“. 

I have not mentioned L. That ms, while having e& sxavwv xpover, 
drops the @edwv, which is necessary here, and affords a slight clue that 


t{ X has the order: ¢& ixavov xpovov bedrov. 
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there may oe been a mark set in text or margin for redeletion of ypovev 
which mark was misunderstood. Some iitealey also confronted the Latin 
MS a, for it omits altogether, having only: erat enim cupiens videre illum. 
That the four great cursives 157 892 Paris Laura4™* go with 
NBD(L)TT' Sod”, and that T' supports T, and Sod’ supports D, with 
the adhesion of the sahidic, shows that this is a fixed reading early. Yet 
it is absolutely circumscribed as to cursives by the consent only of the 
four named as far as I know. 

The rest of the documents evidently lacked ypovov or ypovar, for of 
the uncials which add xpovov, viz. HMXIIW, most have strong Latin 
affiliations, certainly X and W, and the forty or fifty cursives which add 
are a mixed lot and some add only in the margin. 

It is therefore an equally fixed tradition outside of these—that is to 
say with the remaining eleven uncials headed by A and with the great 
majority of cursives—that ypovov was not in the original text. 

Tt is just here that V [teste Lake| and that remarkable exponent of 
the Kowy, viz. 241 (Matthaei’s beautiful tenth-century cursive k), with 
six lectionaries as named above, give Soden’s order of e& :xavov Oedwv 
(without ypovov). 

The textus receptus then positively denies ypovov a place. This, 
according to Tischendorf, Hort and Moulton etc., simply shows that the 
textus receptus was ‘‘revised.”” But was it? 

Have we not clearly indicated by the undesigned coincidences cited 
from elsewhere in Luke and Acts that cxavov without xpovov would be 
eminently Lucan, that the revisers of Antioch (if there were any) would 
not be any more ‘‘ classical” than Luke himself, but that more probably 
Alexandria (to prevent any ambiguity) not merely added ypovov, but 
changed e«£ txavov to ¢& cxavwy xypovwy, and that this was done at so 
early a date as to mislead Moulton and other followers of T%schendorf 
and Hort into thinking that it is “‘the true text.” It would certainly 
have been passing strange for ‘‘ Antioch” to change the plural e& cxavev 
xypovev to the singular e€ txavov without xpovov. 

At the end of our journey we can now afford to call attention to 
such a passage. No matter whether a consensus of NB(L)TT'D Sod” 
157 892 Paris®’ Laura‘! (Sod§*"*) read one way, their reading is 
improbable as an original one. Merz is silent on this passage, but 
Soden, notwithstanding additional testimony of T' Sod°’ 892 Paris®’ 
Laura 1 (Sod**7!’), all unknown to Tischendorf and Hort, is content to 
oppose NB(L)DT 157 and these added authorities, and not only content 
to oppose them, but, unconsciously apparently, gives us the reading and 
order of 241 :— 

nv yap €& txavov Pedy ioey avtov... 
and vindicates the Kovv7 as reported by its best representative (as I claim 
it to be) the ms 241. This ms it will be observed gives the order of NBT 
without the addition. 
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The reading of 241 and the Kow7 needs no defence, whereas the 
‘‘Hgyptian”’ reading has to be explained. I stand once more on the 
‘harder’ or ‘‘ simpler” reading which I believe to be Lucan. 

[In my review of Soden in J.T.S. April 1914 I have criticised Soden, 
not for adopting the reading of 241, but for failing to see that he had 
done so. | 


MeERX, RAMSAY, AND SODEN. 


Adalbert Mer, daring but thoroughly competent scholar,f has arrived 
at the same conclusions that I have through an entirely independent 
channel of thought. His ‘Die vier kanonischen Evangelien’ (8 vols.) 
should be read by everybody who professes to understand these studies. 
This is a thorough digest of the Sinaitic Syriac with its bearing on a 
foundation text. His conclusions, expressed in no uncertain terms, are 
that NS and B are thoroughly unreliable witnesses as exponents of a 
neutral and pre-syrian text. 

There are flaws in sy7 sin, and in many passages we are still seeking 
for more light, but Merz has placed the study upon a higher and a 
simpler plane, and I could wish that von Soden had shown a willingness 
to sit at Merz’ feet rather than air his own exceedingly questionable 
eclecticism. Soden opposes Mera at Luke xii. 14, Mark xvi. 4, where he 
certainly should have bowed to his countryman’s greater skill. 

For assistance in controlling syr sin we turn to the Latin witnesses 
and more particularly to the Codex Bezae. I have considered its text, 
in something like its present form, to be older than A.p. 200. Sir William 
Ramsay, attacking the problem from yet quite another standpoint, has 
arrived at the conclusion, from his studies in Asia Minor, that as regards 
the Acts we cannot date the corrector of D d later than approximately 
A.D. 150-160, and that the foundation text is much older. 

I recognise one or two very early correctors in the Codex Bezae, 
acquainted with Syriac, which of course complicates the problem of the 
ultimate base, but Bezae, being free from extraneous text influences, has 
a large value when used in connection with the Syriac documents. — 
Occasionally we find the persian, with or without the armenian, suggesting 
the lost syriac base, not present even in syr sin or syr cu. This has still 
to receive scientific treatment. 

When we reach von Soden, instead of finding an advance on Merz 
and Ramsay’s studies, we find a different state of things altogether. We 
find that Soden is in another class as an investigator and a student, and 


+ His mind worked with great rapidity. Thus he hardly ever italicises or places 
within inverted commas the frequent Latin or English or French quotations which occur 
to him as he writes. He quotes, for instance, ‘‘ Facts are stubborn things,” or ‘‘ Be bold, 
be not too bold,” in the middle of a German sentence without any indication that these — 
are quotations and in another language. 
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that his vision is circumscribed and Alexandrian.- His text is a real 
mixture and quite unscientific. He is incapable of arguing on the lines 
of Merz, and apparently too much of a schoolman to see with Ramsay’s 
sharp and clear vision. The truth is that some half-informed people of 
an Alexandrian turn of mind, who have never made a study of the 
idiosyncrasies of documents (except at second-hand), have stampeded the 
Professors into a belief that the wltimuwm verbum in textual criticism has 
been said,f and that the wltima ratio has been reached. Soden suggests an 
Alexandrian redivivus such as Hort was. Soden’s text is so thoroughly 
Alexandrian that it falls into line with Hort, irrespective of Ms evidence. 
Among other things, it favours the imperfect over the aorist, just as the 
Alexandrians did, and favours the historic present on countless occasions, 
see Matt. xv. 12 etc. etc. As to the imperfect, observe Matt. ix. 9, 
nKkorovber (pro nkorovOnoev) Soden following H*? 1°18 [5 286 qe 1266 1353 43 
Yet two verses below, at ix. 11, Sod™ refuses edeyou (pro etmov) against 
eee eeercombination, iz. “alll Hl °° 7° (A): 7% 600 94 gales tb idee gb 1048 1358 1416 
Mio ¢¢t vg,’ including this time not only the Latins, but the very Mss 
followed above, which I have underlined, and the second combination 
includes BCL Cyril actually missing from the first, where only NS of the 
HT family is present. (In the second combination Soden should have 
said “‘exc. d k”’ after ‘tt vg.”’) 

Could anything be less scientific ? 

So, also, as to the partitive genitive. Observe several places, and 
note Luke il. 37, ove adictato tov tepov, Soden with Hort, and the small 
sroup BEYLEW 181 604 Paris’, to which add of Soden’s codices only 
Sod™*, against everything else for azo tov tepov (except D™ tov vaov). 
Even S has ex tov cepov. If NS found the preposition absent from his 
copy, as is probable from his adopting e« and not azo, he undoubtedly 
referred to Latin or Coptic or Syriac, and added the ex from those 
sources. If he had consulted other Greek copies he would have added 
aro. This is a pretty place as to my contention as to N and polyglot 
influences. Hort at any rate had the merit of simplifying matters 
by elevating Codex B to the dignity of an all-powerful arbitrator in 
any complicated passages. Von Soden’s text, while evidently enjoying 
certain solecisms of B or NB, is so eclectic that its methods are not easy 
to follow and in certain cases scriptural terms have been invented by 
conflation or mixture of various attested readings. The text is of no 
use to the real student. 

As between Hort and von Sodent there is no doubt that Hort chooses 


+ Thus Dr. Moffatt in his English translation of the N.T. adopts Soden’s text as a base. 


{ As these last pages came to me for revision, I received the news of Hermann 


von Soden’s sudden and untoward end. I regret that there has been so much to 
criticise as to his work. I wish I could have seen any way to modify it. 
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the short-cut to ‘‘ get there” by electing to adopt B readings in cases of 
doubt. It is not the royal road; in fact it is the disloyal road, when we 
consider how many other witnesses he has to put aside. But it has a 
singular fascination for scholars. It is ingenious and ingenuous, but it 
will never solve our problems. 

Thus, in a variety of three or more readings or orders, Hort almost 
invariably fell back upon B, even when quite alone, so that we know 
what to expect. It is otherwise with von Soden’s text. One does not 
know what to expect, and it ends frequently by getting muddled and not 
following any document. 

Soden’s notes, by whomsoever put together, without any exaggeration, 
are full of every misdemeanour known to textual criticism. Even Hust 28 
is confused with Hvan 28 (John ix. 27). I knew this must happen when 
people rushed in apparently armed cap-a-pie for the fray, but forgot the 
stringent rules of preparation which govern such bouts in whatever 
connection undertaken. 

I do not laud Merz because he agrees with me or I with him. But 
Merx reminds one of a mettlesome and blooded horse well and appro- 
priately girded for the tourney, whereas Soden’s charger is ill accoutred, 
with his harness indifferently patched, and in danger of its breaking and 
coming apart, before his rider has crossed a lance. 


MERX, VOGELS, AND BURKITT. 


Vogels has done, and is doing, good work, but seems to harp too 
much on @ consanguinity (not necessarily of origin) between D*", some 
latins, and syr cw (sin). 

In the Syriac-Greek text, thus brought into clear light again by him, 
we have to differentiate between three things :— 

1. Glosses, or additions to the narrative. 
2. Harmonistic matters, which he traces entirely to Tatian. 
3. The real base. 

Vogels drives this second horse very hard, and may kill him. 

I would liken this matter to a unicorn team of horses, which, as I 
know by personal experience, is the most difficult of all combinations to 
drive ; and we can, for convenience, label the horses or their postilions 
Burkitt, Vogels, and Merz. Thus: 


the so-called Western text as a whole. This lead-horse has a very tender 
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and sensitive mouth, is difficult to drive, and rushes his corners. As in 
every spike-team, one or both of the wheelers (owing to the close coupling 
of the lead-bar to the crab of the pole, in the case of a single leader) 
will frequently follow the leader too quickly when the lead-reins are even 
slightly touched or looped to make a turn. The near-wheeler with his 
postilion Vogels is apt to do this. 

Fortunately Merz, the postilion of the off-wheeler, is steady-going 
and experienced, and on him we depend to arrive safely at our destination. 
He refuses to be stampeded on the one hand by the baulking, or on the 
other hand by over-anxiety on the part of the leader, and tries to quiet 
the anxious demeanour of his wheel-mate, who wants to pull the whole 
coach himself. 

In other words, apologizing for my mixed metaphor, there has been 
great confusion between glosses, harmonves, and base in the Graeco-Syriac- 
Latin unicorn coach. But the three things are absolutely distinct, for: 

(3) The Graeco-Syriac text is often the shortest, irrespective of 
synoptic accounts—hence very likely basic. Merx has done good work in 
his running commentary on syr sin, and must not be denied the proper 
hearing as to this and other cognate matters. 

(2) The harmonies visible which Vogels insists upon are certainly 
present in the Graeco-Syriac text, or in that part of it represented by D d 
and syr cu diatess, but we must not look at this alone. Behind these 
diatessaric harmonies rests a most ancient base. 

(1) The glosses of one or another or of a group of these ‘‘ Western”’ 
documents represent frills and clothing assumed much later than either 
(3) or (2), and are to be kept absolutely distinct and not confused with 
harmonies or base. 


The Version Tradition. 

Reduced to its simplest terms the question of the ‘‘ Version tradition ”’ 
seems to resolve itself into these propositions. 

A heayy Syriac influence is visible acting on the Latins (even 
extending in places to Tertullian t), but much more lightly on the 
Greek mss. It can also be seen extending to the Coptic versions. 

A heayy Coptic influence is observed acting on some of our Latin 
Mss (e ff 1) with nearly as strong a hand. 

A Latin reaction of the earliest is visible on all the rau MSs, and 
can also be traced to some extent in the Coptic and Aethiopic versions. 


+ eg: Readings: Luke xx. 5 Ev quare, inquit Christus, non credidistis ei. 
Tert™ 8, This +Htis Syriac. Luke xii. 58 dividetur Tert™** with r and syr against 
the Latins dividentur and Gk NBDTLU S:apepio Ono ovrat. 

Renderings: John vy. 39 “Scripturas in quibus salutem spERaTis Tert{Praescr.s 
= Burkitt’s translation of syr cw (hiat sim), although of course the Syriac Bia is 
‘anceps’ or hydra-headed, but Tert’s speratis is against the Greek doxecre and against 
all the Latins putatis (a = existimatis as Gwilliam’s translation of syr?*" which he 
changed from Schaaf’s “ putatis’’). 
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Vogels and others would attribute the Syriac element in the Latins 
solely to the influence of Tatian’s diatessaron. Historically speaking 
there is this much foundation for the opinion in that Victor of Capua 
seems to have found a Latin version of the diatessaron, and so far no 
traces remain of a Greek Ms of the diatessaron. But there are objections 
to this view, for the diatessaron does not seem by any means the only 
responsible factor in the matter of Syriac influence on Latin, and it 
seems more probable that Tatian’s foundation text, upon which he 
formed his Syriac diatessaron (if it was originally in Syriac), was a 
bilingual or polyglot embracing Gr-Syr- d Lat, which was current in 
Rome A.D. 150.t 

It is rather to the credit of the Latin versions that they bear traces 
of Syriac influence, for it shows that the second-century scholars referred 
to a Syriac version for elucidation of Aramaic points when in doubt as 
to correct Greek or Latin rendering of the phraseology of and of the 
points connected with a story whose background was essentially and 
inseparably Semitic. The story having been given to the world in a 
Greek form and dress, the Greeks themselves were no doubt content to 
hold to the Greek text, as do more modern scholars, but the Latin and 
Graeco-Latin Mss exhibit a different attitude. Hence the ‘ Western ’. 
text links up with the ‘ Hastern’ or Syriac, and the Greek text goes over 
to Alexandria and Greek Egypt to be remodelled. 

In the earliest times the written Gospel was not planned. St. Peter, 
when he heard of Mark’s work (we are told), “neither approved nor 
disapproved of it.” In St. Peter’s lifetime then he had not foreseen the 
need for it. The preaching of his eye-witness seemed sufficient for the 
times; but that was in the early stages of the ministry, and the people 
were soon clamouring for the records in written form, and we may be 
sure (although history vouchsafes nothing on the point) that in that 
misty period of the apostolic-sub-apostolic age, between A.D. 60 and 120, 
men were comparing the records,t people of different languages were 


+ This is not the place where I can discuss the “ earliest stratum of the Latin text.’’ 
A key passage like John viii. 55 kai eav eurw ort ovk o1da avroy, evopat opovos vpey Yevorns 
yields however this amount of information, that Tertullian?™*™ has it thus: “ Hé si 
dicam non novi, ero similis vestTRI mendax,” whereas all other Latins have vobis with 
vupw of ABDW and a few minuscules (limited to 1 52 1388 157 254 2°) to which add 
Sod” (test. Beermann et Gregory). This may or may not signify that all the other 
Latins post-date Tertullian, but it reveals Tertwllian’s Latin version (for I cannot 
consider that he made the translation himself) in accord with the majority of Greek 
evidence. ...‘‘Since, moreover, you are close to Italy you have Rome, from which 
there comes even into our own hands the very authority ” (of these “ authentic writings,” 
see above) TertPraescr. 36. 

t Cf. all of Tertullian’s forty-four chapters in his ‘‘ Prescription against Heretics,” 
and note (iv) ‘‘ adulteri evangelizatores,” (vii) ‘‘ whence spring those ‘fables and endless 
genealogies’ and ‘unprofitable questions’ and ‘words which spread like a cancer’... 
Away with all attempts to produce a mottled Christianity of Stoic, Platonic, and 
dialectic composition...’” See also ch. viii. and all the following. 
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insisting upon being fed by the Word in their own speech, capable 
translators were at work, and scholars were immediately engaged in 
comparing these versions. 

We are apt to think, in our pride of twentieth-century scholarship 
and achievements, that things are different now to what they were then. 
My mind, however, conceives of just the same criticism in vogue then 
as now (large traces of which have come down to us in the sketches and 
remnants of the diverse heresies of the second and third centuries, into 
which Tertullian enters fully) and doubtless the criticism of the written 
Word was keen and the comparison of the versions extensive. Hence 
also, from the marginal annotations of the disputing factors of the early 
second century, have descended to us many various readings which had 
their origin in that early age and not in any other. 


The Verdict asked. 


We have now completed the arraignment of Codex B in the Gospels, 
referring to a similar condition of the B text elsewhere, and have 
presented the facts upon which the jury should base their verdict. My 
arguments have been cumulative rather than exhaustively elaborate. I 
could have elaborated and gone into much greater detail as to many 
matters simply mentioned or only sketched. I have preferred to write 
for those who can appreciate a cumulative argument, which I hope I 
have at least outlined to their satisfaction. The verdict asked is whether 
B represents a “neutral” text or not. The claims put forward by us 
are that B does not exhibit a ‘‘neutral’’ text, but is found to be tinged, 
as are most other documents, with Coptic, Latin and Syriac colours, 
and its testimony therefore is not of the paramount importance pre- 
supposed and claimed by Hort and by his followers. That B is guilty of 
laches, of a tendency to “improve,” and of ‘‘ sunstroke”’ amounting 
to doctrinal bias. That the maligned textws receptus served in large 
measure as the base which B tampered with and changed, and that the 
- Church at large recognised all this until the year 1881—when Hortism (in 
other words Alexandrianism) was allowed free play—and has not since 
retraced the path to sound traditions. 

In addressing the jury for the last time, I would remind them of 
the salient features in this investigation, and ask them to bring to bear 
upon the situation their good common sense. 

Von Soden has divided the Greek mss into certain families : 

H family (headed by B, but includmg NCLWZ, AY, and the 
minuscules 33 892 Paris’ and Sod**”), 

I* family (headed by D and including W (in Mark) Sod®*® 28 372 2P° 
604 and Sod??? 1387), 

the fam 1 (Sod I", subdivisions * "), 
the fam 13 (Sod I‘, subdivisions *°). 
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A large family I*, subdivisions *”°' (headed by 4 and including M, the 
important cursive 71 and over twenty others). 

Family [* **"*” headed by the important minuscule 348. 

»  I° headed by U and 213 and including Laura“! and Soden’s 
critical codices °° 11°, 

,,  I* covering the four purple uncials N=® and 71. 

,, 1° headed by 157 and including four others. 

»  I&#>° headed by the Codex Alexandrinus with KII and a 
dozen cursives including the important 270 (Sod***) and 
280 (Sod?**). 

= I* covering A and four cursives. 

» I} covering ['3, a very critical family, including c* Sod’ t 
Sod*" Sod“* and eighteen others. 

The commentary families A (= XX°E), K” (of several mss), © (of at 
least five members), N (of at least five members). 

Also fam K* headed by © with V and five cursives. 

Also fam K' composed of the uncials EFGH. 

I am sorry to bother the jury to carry so much in their heads, but 
cards can be obtained by them with this information printed in detail, 
which they can hold in their hands and consult while considering the 
following very simple questions : 

When Ssacadnoov (pro dpacov) Matt. xiii. 36 
and Svepyouar (pro epyopar) Jno. iv. 15 
were found in NB, the readings commended themselves to Tischendorf, 
Hort, and von Soden t as being excellent, neutral and basic. 

These expressions convey an amupler and fuller sense as to explaining 
the parable of the tares in the wheat, and as to the woman’s repeated 
toil || in coming to the well. Ovigen used both these expressions. 

According to the critics, when Lucian engaged in an “ Antioch” 
revision of the text, he came across these words and thought they were 
too explanatory, so he substituted dpacov and epyouat. In other words 
he abandoned the better for the worse (or simpler) expressions. 

Now turn to the card and observe that Lucian and the poor textus 
receptus are not alone involved in this absurdity, but all the rest. 

Of the H family all other members oppose. 

Of the J families all oppose except Sod°® °"* # which have Ssacadnoov 
in Matthew, but these also have epyoua: in John and not duepyopat. 

We have therefore to assume, if dvacadnoov and dvepyouat are basic, 
that all the stupid scribes who copied the rest of the fam H ss, all the 
originators or scribes of the recensions J*, I”, I‘, (I), [*, T°, I*, 1°, I*, I’, 
I’, fam’, fam’, fam*®, K', K', when they came to these places made 


{ This really belongs with Sod" in family Jo. 

t Soden adopts the first but not the second. 

|| So the twenty scholars who made the ‘ Twentieth Century New Testament’ from 
Hort’s text translate ‘“‘ nor have to come all the way here to draw water.” 
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identically the same ridiculous alterations and reduced the good, expressive, 
and ample “explain” and “‘come repeatedly’ back to the simple “ ted/”’ 
and “‘come.’’ No trace remains, it may be remarked incidentally, of any 
half-way-house interpretations. 

It seems unnecessary to call your attention again to other cognate 
matiers. The plain fact will appeal to you and enable you to render 
a@ proper judgment on the other issues when you have reconsidered 
these two simple matters, and recovered critical judgment, which Origen 
abused, for he doubtless was responsible for dsacagdycov and dvepyouat 
which impressed Hort as being ingenuous, forcible, and basic, instead of 
being disingenuous, and merely of an ‘improving’ tendency. 

You will therefore absolve Lucian of the crime of bad revision of 
the neutral text in these and in other places, and render a verdict that 
*‘ Antioch” holds the true base in many places, where a few ill-advised 
but well-meaning Alexandrian “scholars” tried their hands, all too 
successfully, at this same task of revision, which has appealed to modern 
Alexandrian redivivis with such strange persistency. 

For you must render a verdict on my appeal to a Court superior to 
that of the Revisers of 1881, as they are found both to enjoy and to 
have perpetuated in the Revised Text duacadnoov and dvepyouat. 

In rendering your verdict it would be interesting to have your views 
upon the character of Hort’s foundations, theories, and critical principles. 
They are deeply involved in a consideration of these two substitutions. 
For instance, Soden refuses dvepyouat, but falls into line for dsacadnaov 
and other kindred alterations upon identically the same authority. The 
Revisers and Soden refuse jpev (for aiper) in Jno. x. 18, which Hort had 
adopted upon the joint testimony of N and B. Where is then the solid 
foundation of Hort’s system? What becomes of the theory that 
B pre-eminently holds the ‘‘ neutral” base as against others ? 

Again, if S and B went apart ‘‘ close to the autographs,” how much 
closer to the autographs must some of our cursives have gone apart, for 
they retain in places an apostolic and sub-apostolic base when they 
- agree with Clement of Rome, Ignatius, Justin, or the Old Syriac against 
NBD and the rest of the H or J* families. 

Lastly, as regards what influenced NB to engage in certain revision, 
we must consider Version influence upon them. If this is seen and 
recognised, the ‘“‘ neutral’ foundation falls away, the props are withdrawn, 
and the theories as to this foundation melt into air. 

Leaving aside the possible version influence upon them of what they 
saw opposite ¢pacov to influence them to substitute dvacadyooy as an 
amendment, you have only to turn the pages of my brief to be convinced 
that concurrent version influence is visible all along the line upon N and B. 

What of xavavatos (pro xavavitns) Matt. x. 4 by BCDL (ef. lat); of 
vatapnvov (pro vafwpatov) Luke xxiv. 19 (ef. lat); of Evye (pro Ev) 


Luke xix. 17 (cf. lat); what of avtec (pro €nrer) Matt. xvi. 4 by B? 
2H 2 


(a9 
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What of the syriac papiay (for wapia) found in B ? 

What of Luke xvi. 3 ocxamtew ove toyvw Kat eTTaLTELY aLayuvopLal 
found in B only of Greeks but with syrr sah boh and aeth ? 

What of the Coptic sympathy at: 

Mark xiv. 18 tev ecPtovtwv 

53 xill. 82 ayyedos 
Luke xi. 86 +ev (ante tn actpaTn) 
4» Xxill. 50 ayados dtxatos (— Kat) 

Consult also in places pure syriac, coptic, or latin order adopted 
eclectically as the mood seized B or its parent. 

As to S you will find in the appendix to my brief (Part II.) ample 
matter for reflection. The instances are too numerous to be mentioned 
here. 

The Version influence affects 8 and B in different places. 

Perhaps you have not given sufficient attention yet to this feature. 

Observe then the same character of influence on the text of C or W, 
L or V, 1 or 18, 4 or 7, 21 or 22, 28 or 157, 33 or 2138, 348 or 604, 892 or 
Paris’, ce or Sod®*", Sod™* or Sod'***, all in differing places, and you 
will open your eyes, and by your verdict the eyes of the Professors 
and of the Public, to a state of things unrecognised hitherto, and 
which must be considered in dealing with the basic text. I leave the 
matter confidently in your hands, relying on your sound common sense. 


B quite alone with Coptic. 


Hortian ‘‘heresy.” 


**Nisi quod humanae temeritatis, non divinae auctoritatis negotium est haeresis, 
quae sic semper emendat Evangelia, dum vitiat.— Tert™™e- iv. 4. 


Upon the first page of this book I spoke of the “‘ Hortian heresy.” 
Upon this last page I would fain explain what it is that I accuse of being 
a heresy. 

The text printed by Westcott and Hort has been accepted as “ the 
true text,” and grammars, works on the synoptic problem, works on 
higher criticism, and others, have been grounded on this text. If the 
Hort text makes the evangelists appear inconsistent, then such and such 
an evangelist errs. Those who accept the W-H text are basing their 
accusations of untruth as to the Gospellists upon an Egyptian revision 
current 200 to 450 A.D. and abandoned between 500 to 1881, merely 
revived in our day and stamped as genuine. 

It is not as if we do not know what to expect from these Egyptian 
documents. We do know. I have open around me, as I write, the 
different authorities. When I am dealing with St. Mark’s Gospel I 
know perfectly well what to expect when I consult A. I know that A is 
going to fall into line with NB right through the Gospel, and I am 
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hardly ever disappointed. It is practically the same document. When 
I look at 2 I know that in the main they are against NB here. L goes 
with NB generally as elsewhere. C, I know, will sometimes go with 
them and sometimes not. When I turn to V I am hardly ever mistaken. 
It runs almost invariably with 8B. But when I look at W I never 
know what to expect. I know a will bear away from the other Latins 
and show positive Greek reaction. Of sy si I am never sure, while b 
nearly always helps me to good basic traditions. As to sah and boh they 
are not certain as allies of NB, so that in some cases one knows what to 
expect and in others one does not. 

The plain fact is that NBCLAY really represent but one document, 
and that one at variance with all others; but, as explained elsewhere, it 
is anything but a “‘ neutral’ document. 

I can almost hear the opposition saying ‘‘ Why here he admits the 
steady flow of a ‘neutral’ text.” But it is not “neutral”; it is purely 
Egyptian. Every new document recovered from Egypt points the same 
way. The new fragments published by Amélineaw grouped under the 
letter T’ are proof positive. Let those who do not agree with me take 
the fragment T' and compare it with NB and Co. It falls into line as a 
regular adherent, yet in some of their sub-singular readings it refuses to 
follow, showing exactly where the sub-editing took place in N or B. 

The ‘“ Hortian heresy ’’ opened the way to endless other pseudo- 
scientific heresies. Thus Robinson Smith, dating from Iffley near Oxford, 
has written a paper for the October 1913 number of the ‘ American 
Journal of Theology’ concerning St. Luke’s dependence on Josephus. 
The case as to this is most unconvincingly stated, but on the last page 
he goes out of his way to fall foul of St. Luke in these gracious and 
conservative and helpful terms: 

“That is not Luke’s method of paraphrasing. On the contrary, he 
usually, or at least frequently, lowers, not heightens, effects; his sole 
aim apparently was to tell the story in his own words, and his sole 
method was to change his originals, result as it might . .. 1 think it 
_can also be shown that the resemblances between passages of Luke and 
John are not, as has been held, corrections of Luke by John, but dilutions 
of John by Luke: that the order of the Gospels is therefore Mark, 
Matthew, John, Luke; and the dates I place, tentatively, at 60, 80, 95, 
and 100 A.D. But the present task of the higher critic is not to fix 
exactly the dates of the Gospels, but by the elimination of Luke to see 
exactly what they tell us... Luke has indeed much to answer for; 
indeed, it is an axiom of scholarship that when a historian is found 
wanting in reasonable accuracy he is not to be trusted at all. But it is 
an axiom of common sense that ‘we should not try to get more out of an 
experience than there is in it,’ and we should err grievously if we threw 
all of Luke’s writings overboard simply because, where we can watch him, 
he so often flees from the truth.” 
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Previously Smith had said :— 

‘First, and in general, this: that precisely as Luke has been 
eliminated as historically worthless and untrustworthy in all of his 
palpable derivations from Mark, so must he be eliminated in all that he, 
and he alone, has in common with Matthew, such as the distorted and 
widely scattered sayings found in Luke of the Sermon on the Mount. 
About three-fourths or three-fifths of Luke is thus set aside as negligible uf 
not actually harmful, and our knowledge of Christ becomes at once more 
definite, if also to some extent more circumscribed.” 

The author of this tirade [another Marcion come to judgment] has 
the effrontery to close his article, after accepting in toto the parables of 
the Prodigal Son and the Good Samaritan, with these words: 

‘And in thinking of his writings as a whole, we do well to remind 
ourselves that if we possessed only the Gospel according to St. Luke, 
every Christian knee would still bow.” 

And this is offset only ten lines above by the statement previously 
quoted: ‘‘that when a historian is found wanting in reasonable accuracy 
he ts not to be trusted at all.” 

The accusations as to the detail of St. Luke’s misdemeanours [ outside 
of the ridiculous rehashed nonsense about Josephus] are to be found on 
the first page of the article, and resolve themselves chiefly into these 
trivial, not to say pitiful, selections. I quote the learned author: 

‘““ Proceeding, then, with the other lines of evidence that point to 
Matthew's priority over Luke, we shall consider first such Markan 
phrases as were changed by Matthew, before they were again changed by 
Luke. (1) Mark 6: 3: ‘Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary?’ 
becomes Matthew 13: 55: ‘Is not this the carpenter’s son ? is not his 
mother called Mary ?’ which in turn becomes Luke 4: 22: ‘Is not this 
Joseph’s son?’ (2) Mark 6:4: ‘A prophet is not without honour, but 
in his own country, and among his own kin, and in his own house’; 
which is shortened to Matthew 13: 57: ‘A prophet is not without 
honour, save in his own country, and in his own house’; which in turn is 
shortened to Luke 4: 24: ‘No prophet is accepted in his own country...’ 

What such shortening by Luke has to do with his accuracy as a 
historian I do not see. Besides which the longer phrase in Mark vi. 4 is 
not certain, textually speaking. 

As to St. Luke’s general reliability, we have a better witness than 
Robinson Smith, for St. Paul, the fellow-traveller of the beloved physician, 
not only seems to quote St. Luke’s words rather than St. Matthew’s t as 


Tt See Knox in ‘Some loose Stones’ (p. 45) for a cogent and delightful bit of 
argument here as to the untenable character of the modern scholars’ whole hypothesis, 
which is shown to contain complete self-contradiction. 

t 1 Tim. v. 18 déyer yap 7 ypad7n + Botv adodvra od dipwoes (= Deut. xxv. 4) 
kat: a&tos 6 épyatns Tov pitGod abrod 
= Luke x. 7 dws yap 6 epyarns rod pucbod aitod 
whereas Matthew x. 10 = d&vos yap 6 epydrns tis rpopis avtor. 
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Scripture, and has thus set his seal upon Luke (before 65 A.D.), but in his 
second epistle to the Corinthians (viii. 18) has these commendatory 
remarks : 
“ guverréprvapev S€ Tov adeApov peT avTod ob Oo ématvos -€v 
T@ EVAYYENL@ OLA TAaTaY TOY EKKANCLOD,” 
which have generally been taken to apply to St. Luke. 
And TertullianMriniv.5 gays: Nam et Lucae digestum Paulo ad- 
seribere solent...Lucae autem quod est secundum nos. 


It is easy enough to turn the tables on the hypercritics by pointing 
out that it may be St. Mark who “flees from the truth” by amplification 
rather than St. Luke who “ distorts” Scripture by a shortening process. 


St. Luke writes in iv. 40 Avvovtos 8€ Tod jX/ov 


St. Mark ,, ,, 1.32 “Ownas &€ yevouévns dte edu 0 HALOS 

St. Luke v.15 dtépyeto dé padXov 6 ROYOS Tepl avTod 

St. Mark 1.45 ‘O 6€ e£erXOav fipEato knpiccev Tord Kal S:adyifen 

TOV AOYoV . 
St. Luke vi. 3 ode érelvacev avTos Kat of pet adtod 
be 

St. Mark 11.25 Ore ypelav €oxev Kal évretvacev avTos Kal of pet avTod 
St. Luke x1.18 ef d€ Kal 0 catavas éf’ éavTov Siepepicbn Tas cTaby- 


« , > A 
ceTat ) Bacirela avtod ; 
wae an ’ fp \ 
St. Mark ill. 26 Kal ef 0 catavas avéotn ép éavtov éuepicOn Kal ov 
tA an M4 
dvvatat oThval ANA TEXOS ExeEL 


St. Luke villi. 6 kal étepov xatémecev éml tHv TéTpaV 


St. Mark iv. 5 Kal adXo émecev eri TO Tempa@bdes Sov oOvK Elyev YAY 
TONAHY 
St. Luke viii. 8 xal duév érolncev xaprov éxatovtaTrac lova 
St. Mark iv. 8 xal édld0v kaprov avaBalvovta Kai avEavopevov 
St. Luke viii. 24 xal éravcavto kal éyéveto yarqvn 
St. Mark iv. 89 Kal éxoTacev 0 avepos Kal éyéveTo yadyvn peyadn 
St. Luke viii. 39 wdmdctpede els Tov otKov cov 
St. Mark v.19 dtaye els Tov oiKov Gov Tpos TOvs ToS 
iy Ape no e 
St. Luke ibid. Kat Sunyod dca cot érolncev 0 Beds 
St. Mark ibid. kal andyyetiov adtois dca 0 KUpLOS GOL TETOINKEY Kal 


€NENTEV GE 

St. Luke viii. 41 mapexader adtov eicedOetv els Tov oixoy avtod 

St. Mark v.23 Kai wapaxanel (vel mapexanre?) ad’tov ToAXNa A€éyowu OTe 
TO Ouydtpiov fou eoydtas exer (kal Oédw) Wa 
eMOwy ériOfs Tas Nelpas avTH va cwOH Kai Hon 

St. Luke vill. 47 idodca dé } yur) Ste ovK EXaOev Tpé“ovea HAOEV 


St. Mark v.33 1% 5é yur) foByOeica Kai tpéu“ovoa eidvia 0 yéyovev 
auth 
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St. Luke viii. 52-6 O€ elev pu) KNaLeTE 


St. Mark v.39 Kai eiceNwv Eyer adtots Ti OopuBeiabe Kal KraleTE ; 
St. Luke ix. 28. . . els TO bpos mpocevtEacbau 

St. Mark ix. 1. . . els bpos tWyAov Kar’ Islay povous 

St. Matt. xvi. 1 .. . els dpos tpdov Kar’ idlay 


St. Luke xviii. 23 0 6€ dxovoas Tatra mepidvTos eyévero 
St. Mark xX. 22 0 d€ otuyvacas emi TH AOYH aTAAOEV AUTOUpEVOS 
St. Luke xvill. 30 modXatAaclova ev TA Kalpw ToUT@ 


St. Mark x. 30 éxatovtaTXaciova viv év TO Kaipw TOUTM 


St. Luke xxi. 4 dravta tov Biov dv eiyev EBarev 
St. Mark xi. 44 avra éca ceiver EBarev Orov Tov Biov avis 


St. Luke xxi. 30 drav rpoB8drwow dn 
St. Mark xiil. 28 étav airs 75n 6 KAddos ATradds yévnTar Kal expUy TA 


pvrAXra 
St. Luke ibid. ywwoxete Ott dn eyyis TO O€pos eotiv 
St. Mark xiii. 29° ywoaokerte Ott eyyds eotw eri Ovpais 
St. Luke xxu.12 .. . detfer dvayaov péya éotpwpevor 
St. Mark xiv.15 .. . defer dvayatov péya éotpwpévov Erorpov 
St. Luke xxill. 26 . . . Sep. twa Kupnv. épyopevov am’ aypod 
St. Mark xv. 21 .. . mapdyovtd twa Xu. Kupny. épyopevov an’ aypod 
‘St. Luke xxill. 385 .. . dddXous Ecwcev, cwoaTw EavTor . 
‘St. Mark xv. 82. . . &dAous écwoer, EavTov ov SWwatat cocoa. . Wa 


LOwmev Kal TLTTEVT MEV 
St. Matt. xxvii. 42 addXovs éowoev, Eavtov ov. dWvaTal o@cal.. Kal 
TloTEvowpeV eT AVTOV 


St. Luke xxiv. 1 17 dé pd Tov caBBdtwv opOpov Babéws . . . 
St. Mark xvi.1,2 Kai dsvayevopévov tod caBBatov . . Kal Alay Tpwi TH 
jud Tov caBBatov. . . 


We have been taught that the “ shorter’’ text is not only the more 
desirable but must represent basic conditions of Aoya or of “Q.” 

Why should St. Luke then ‘flee the truth” here because he gives 
us the shorter accounts? Why should not St. Mark have amplified 
the accounts? Why are we to be forced into acquiescence in the theory 
that Mark formed the basis for Matthew and Luke in these synoptic 
passages, if it was not the imaginary “ Q” ? 

As to St. Luke “fleeing the truth,” as against unnecessary Semitic 
redundancy in Mark, the matter is ridiculous. Supposing St. Luke did 
use St. Mark, was it necessary for him to copy word for word. I suppose 
St. Luke could have employed someone to copy Mark had he wished to 
do that. He simply supplements Mark, giving us those wonderful 
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parables that all the critics accept. Why cannot they leave the beloved 
physician alone, if, writing for Greeks, he prefers his own language as a 
historian ? 

As to the Josephus business it is not creditable to seek to make 
Luke dependent on Josephus, when on similar occasions we are assured 
that sub-apostolic Fathers are not dependent on the N.T. writings but 
on a ‘‘lost source common to both.” We cannot argue both ways. If 
this be true of sub-apostolic Fathers we must allow St. Luke and 
Josephus also to be dependent on a common lost source. 

As to the Gospel of John,t Burkitt treats it as of no account whatever. 
But the grounds of this disbelief apply equally to the Gospel of Mark, 
for quotations from Mark are practically nil in the earliest times. The 
critics first sought to destroy St. John’s Gospel as a historical document. 
Next they decided that St. Matthew’s Gospel t was not prior to that of 
St. Mark, although the earliest Patristic testimony is all in favour of St. 
Matthew. Now Smith tells us that St. Luke is an absolute liar. We 
are left with Mark, the shortest in matter, the most ample in substance. 
Yet it has not as great claims to historic priority, as evidenced by early 
quotations, as the other Gospels. Are we eventually to be left with 
nothing? Is all this fine criticism simply bent upon pulling the house 
down upon its ears ? 

I take the liberty of speaking out thus without mincing matters 
because no one else seems to care to do so, and to handle the matter 
with gloves and soft phrases seems to me would be unfaithful. 

Shall we not do well to attend to the textual side of the problem 
before indulging in the vain imaginings and superficial flights of the 
“higher” criticism? Are we really better and more capable critics than 
Tertullian? Tertullian does not consider that St. Luke “ distorted”’ 
the sermon on the mount. 


t Yet Tertullian’s order is (1) John, (2) Matthew, (8) Luke, (4) Mark (cf. Scrivener’s 
and Gregory’s Introductions) and Tertullian’s words (against Marcion iv. 2) are: 
“ Denique nobis fidem ex apostol’s Johannes et Matheus insinuant, ex apostolicis Lucas 
et Marcus instaurant.”’ 

t But see the refutation of this in ‘S. Mark’s indebtedness to 8. Matthew,’ by 
F. P. Badham (T. Fisher Unwin, London, 1897), and note the lists in chapter iii. 
Then read the words of introduction there and run on to ch. iv. p. 88 for the continuation 
of the author’s summary, as follows :— 

“Of course in many of these cases, considered separately, the obligation might be 
in either direction—S. Matthew might have pruned, toned down, &e.—but considering 
them all together one can see that there is a unity on the positive side and not on the 
negative. To suppose that S. Matthew had predilections exactly antithetical to those 
of S. Mark is to suppose a literary miracle...What an extraordinary conception of 
S. Matthew we are driven to by the hypothesis that the precise vivid details of S. Mark 
are original! For these details are absent from 8S. Matthew one and all, and if the 
Matthaean narratives are to be derived from those in St. Mark, the conclusion is 
inevitable that the author of the former was unprecise, unpicturesque deliberately!” 


474 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


Dean Inge on St. Paul. 


“« How do ye say we are wise and the law of the Lord 1s with us? Lo the false pen 
of the scribes hath wrought falsely’ (Sept: ‘In vain hath wrought the false pen of the 
scribes ’’).,—Jerem. viii. 8, 

Before concluding I wish to pass in review a still more recent article 
(Jan. 1914) in the English Quarterly Review on “St. Paul” by the 
Dean of St. Paul’s. 

In the list of authorities under review heading his article I miss the 
German writer Drews’ scurrilous and unscholarly volume entitled THE 
Curist Mytu, in which he wrote (8™ ed., p. 207, on “ the Pauline Jesus’) : 

‘At the present day it will be acknowledged by all sensible people 
that, as Ed. von Hartmann declared more than thirty years ago, without 
Paul the Christian movement would have disappeared in the sand just as 
the many other Jewish religions have done ;” . 
yet Dean Inge takes precisely the same line as Drews, and, while 
perhaps he may not be pleased to be coupled with Drews, it is clear that 
the same school of thought animates the infidel and the Churchman. 
Dean Inge sums up thus (p. 68) : 
“Tt is impossible to guess what would have become of Christianity 
if he (Paul) had never lived; we cannot even be sure that the name of 
Jesus would still be honoured amongst men.” 
Thus the same view is held by the atheist and antichrist Drews as 
that put forth soberly and solemnly at the close of his article by a high 
dignitary of the Episcopal Church. 

Is it true then that without Paul Christianity would be dead ? 

To accept this view is to deny the Paraclete’s presence, to deny the 
Saviour’s Godhead, and to belittle God the Father to a degree ! 

If instead of following Drews, it had been said by Dean Inge that 
Paul happened to be the Master’s “‘chosen vessel”? to convey the 
message to the Gentiles, that his letters had been inspired by His grace, 
and preserved to us by His agencies, it would have been sufficient. As 
if stands the Dean’s expression seems to point to the survival of 
Christianity depending fortuitously upon Paul’s personality—surely a 
very travesty of the Christian verities ! 

Unfortunately modern “ scholars” delight in the crudest and most 
irreligious utterances, if they can only thereby show that they are free 
and untrammelled thinkers. 

There were many others besides Paul. In the Didache for instance 
(that ante-Barnabas document) occurs a sentence even more noble than 
any appearing in 1 Cor. xv., viz. (Didi: §) : 

ei yap €v TO GDavatw Kowevol éoTe, TOTW MadXoV ev Tois OvNTOLS, 


The trouble is that the ‘scholarship’ of the last few years is 


{| A-V is apparently ‘“ conflate.” 
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painfully arrogant and seems to think that it has made great discoveries. 
All this appears in the Dean’s article again and again. He says: 

(p. 46) “It ts only in our own day that the personal characteristics 

of St. Paul have been intelligently studied... It has been 

left for the scholars of the present century to give us a 

picture of St. Paul as he really was...” (Then he goes 


on to describe the picture: ‘“—a man much nearer to 
George Fox or John Wesley than to Origen or Calvin.” 
This is almost laughable. Have ‘modern scholars’ 


discovered this indeed? The only suggestion I would 
offer is that the comparison is a little inverted. George 
Fox and John Wesley were men much nearer to St. Paul 
than to Origen or Calvin. Why should St. Paul take the 
low place in the form of the comparison ?) 

(p. 47) “‘ The ‘ Pastoral Epistles’ are probably not genuine, though 
the defence of them is not quite a desperate undertaking.” t 

(p. 52) ‘‘A curious indication which has not been noticed is that as 
he tells us himself he five times received the maximum 
number of lashes from Jewish tribunals.” 

(p. 63) ‘The Evangelist whom we call St. John is the best com- 
mentator on Paulinism. This is one of the most important 
discovertes of recent New Testament criticism.” Indeed! 

(p. 66) “‘..though 2 ts only recently that this character of the 
Pauline churches has been recognised.” 

(The Dean has been fondling the word ‘mystery-religion’ and apply- 
ing it to St. Paul’s Christianity and Churches; one sentence runs: 
“Second, the promise of spiritual communion with some Deity.” 
Observe the calculated subtlety of the comparison here between the 
mystery-cults of the Greeks and the mystery-religion of the Christians). 

As to the quotation from p. 47—“ The Pastoral Epistles are probably 

not genuine’’—who says so? Only some critics; { and these gentlemen 
are never agreed among themselves on other matters. Yet the Dean 
reads from these same pastoral Scriptures in public, and accepted them 
(1, 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon) when ordained, which ordination 
embodied a continuous declaration, not to be put aside at will by anyone 
while still within the Church. The question is ‘‘Do you unfeignedly 
believe all the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and New Testament ?”’ 
Answer: ‘I do believe them.” I am aware that a movement is on foot 
to modify this declaration (which would indeed open the way to a grand 
muddle), but the adage of a great churchman— 

‘ Philosophia quotidie progressu, Theologia nisi regressu, non crescit ”»— 


tt Ramsay: ‘The Church in the Roman Empire,’ pp. 248 and 365 note, accepts them 
as genuine. How thencan Inge write as he does when a modern scholar such as Ramsay, 
of. surpassing eminence, endorses them? Dean Inge himself, speaking at the Lyceum 
Club (circa May 10, 1914), is reported to have referred to “the advice which St. Paul 
gave to Timothy,” and then to have quoted 2 Tim. ii. 3! 


476 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


may be recommended to these progressive churchmen. If we abandon 
the Epistles to Timothy today, the critics of tomorrow may restore 
them.t If we abandon Ephesians} today, its Pauline authority may 
be fully established tomorrow. 

In order to accept the views which ‘modern scholarship’ presses 
upon us in so cavalier a fashion, we must believe that Tertullian and 
Irenaeus before A.D. 200 were worse judges of the Canon than critics of 
today. Tertullian does not hesitate to use Ephesians|| as a Pauline 
epistle and sets his seal on both epistles to Timothy as Scripture in 
many places. 

In Tertullian’s treatise de pudicitia he quotes from 1 Tim. 1. in 
chapter xiii. several times. Then follows this up in chapter xiv. by 
using the apostle’s own description of himself in 1 Tim. i. 1 and 
2 Tim.i. 1. He writes Pudic xiv. near the end . 

“ne scilicet Paulum apostolum Christi, doctorem nationum in fide 
et veritate, vas electionis...” 
He also quotes from Titus and has confirmed Philemon in Mrcion v. 21; 
“To this epistle alone did its brevity avail to protect it against the 
falsifying hands of Marcion. JI wonder however when he received [into 
his Apostolicon] this letter which was written to but one man, that he 
rejected the two epistles to Timothy and the one to Titus, which together 
treat of ecclesiastical discipline.” 
Is Tertullian then not a better witness than Marcion? Must we 
class Dean Inge also with the Marcionites? What better proofs do we 
require than Tertullian’s express testimony ? Can the ‘modern scholars’ 
give us anything as ancient against the Pauline authorship? For 
Marcion is clearly out of court and always has been. 

Or is it that ‘modern scholars’ are impatient of ‘ ecclesiastical 
discipline,’ referred to by Tertullian as contained in the letters ? 

To whom but St. Paul himself can 1 Tim. i. 13 refer ?— 

‘*. formerly being a blasphemer and a persecutor and 
an overbearing ungovernable man. But I obtained mercy 
because I did it ignorantly in unbelief”; or again : 

2 Tim. i. 16,17 ‘‘ The Lord give mercy unto the house of Onesiphorus, 
for he oft refreshed me and was not ashamed of my . 
chain, but when he was in Rome he sought me out 
very diligently and found me”; or again : 

” i. 9 ‘‘ Wherein I suffer evil wnto bonds as a malefactor, but 

the word of God is not bound”; or again: 

os ii. 11 “ Persecutions, afflictions, what things befell me in 


+ The arguments against them are absolutely inconclusive. 
t P. 47: “ Of the rest the weight of evidence is slightly against the Pauline authorship 
of Ephesians.” 
|| Whether this epistle was addressed to those at Ephesus or elsewhere matters not. 
§| See Bishop Wordsworth’s very beautiful remarks about the letter to Philemon. 
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Antioch, in Iconium, in Lystra, what persecutions I 
endured. But out of them all the Lord delivered 
me’; or again: 
2 Tim. iv. 11 “ Only Luke is with me” ; 
,, iv. 14 “ Alexander the coppersmith did me much evil.” 


Again and again in the pastoral epistles there are exhortations to 
avoid foolish questions, babblings, endless genealogies, profane and old 
wives’ fables, ‘‘ for (2 Tim. iv. 8) the time will come when they will not 
endure sound doctrine.” 

Is that time upon us ? 

In order that readers may not think that I am unaware of any 
“new’’ arguments against the genuineness of the pastoral Epistles 
and that such exist, I will frankly confess that I know of no ‘new’ 
arguments against them, and I venture to say that neither does the 
Dean of St. Paul’s. Threadbare arguments there have been, briefly 
referred to by that excellent critic Bishop C. Wordsworth in his N.T., 
p. 484, as to the peculiar phraseology of the Epistles—arguments which 
he dismisses in a few well-chosen words; but of new arguments against 
them by ‘modern scholars’ where are they, Mr. Dean? I think they 
are in Marcion’s locker. Certainly the suggestion that the heresies 
referred to in the Epistles are of later date than St. Paul’s times is 
absolutely inconclusive and not even probable.t 

We cannot afford to be divorced from the ‘ Pastoral Epistles’ in this 
summary fashion. We regard them as some of St. Paul’s most inspired 
utterances against the wicked unbelief and misbelief of ‘the last times.’ 
Thus the closing admonition of the lst Epistle to Timothy covers the 
ground magnificently in one sentence : 

“Q Timothy, the (sacred) deposit guard (carefully), turning away 
from the empty babblings and oppositions OF SCIENCE FALSELY so 
CALLED, which some professing, have failed (‘missed the mark’ 
fi-V marg) t concerning the faith.” 

CO Tindbee thv mapabyeny (or tapaxatabyj«ny, the meaning is the same) 
gvrakov, extpeTropevos tas PeBnrovs Kevopwvias Kai avTibécess THs Wwevdw- 
VUuOU YooEws, Iv TwWes eTayyEeANOpevot TEP! THY TlaTLY HoTOXNZAY?). || 


Has the Anglo-Saxon race outgrown its Bible and the four-fold 
Gospel narrative? To hear the Dean one would think so. He writes 
(p. 45) : ‘‘ We know very little in reality of Peter and James and John, of 
Apollos and Barnabas. And of Paul’s divine Master no biography can 
ever be written.” 


+ See Dr. Lindsay’s explanation of the weakness of Harnack’s position (p. 140 note, 
‘The Church and the Ministry in the early centuries,’ London, 1902). 

t yordxnoay A-V ‘erred,’ but the meaning is stronger: ‘failed.’ Thrice is this 
word used in Timothy. Elsewhere at 1i. 6 and at 2 ii. 18. 

|| The verse has been challenged as a later addition, but on flimsy grounds. 
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Observe the absence of the word adequate. The Dean does not 
say ‘‘and of Paul’s divine Master no adequate biography can ever be 
written,” but simply ‘“‘no biography can ever be written.” We seem 
to feel that he means ‘‘ no biography has ever been written.” 

What is he trying to teach? That the Gospel-narrative is untrue, 
or only so imperfect that it 1s useless to ‘modern scholars’? Why 
always harp on the insufficiency of our documents to portray all that 
went on in those days in Galilee? This spirit of unrest is not scholar- 
ship; it is simply ‘‘ denying the power.’ Oh, for wingéd words to combat 
these stupid heretical suggestions ! 

For suggestions they are. Suggestions full of guile, emanating from 
the false teachers,t false apostles, t false brethren, || false prophets,{/ in 
our classrooms ; suggestions that Peter’s memory failed him, that Mark 
suppressed things, and John introduced questionable stories; that Luke 
changed and embroidered, and that none of the Gospellists told the truth ! 

‘Modern scholars’ love to touch on the forbidden ground of the 
speculative philosophies which St. Paul so often condemns in _ his 
pastoral epistles. They touch upon it and withdraw, but the harm for 
the reader is done. Thus on p. 60, of course the Dean does not mean 
that he approves of any idolatry, yet here is the wording of the sentence: 
‘‘In addressing the Gentiles, we may assume that he followed the 
customary Jewish line of apologetic, denouncing the folly of idolatry— 
an aid to worship which is quite innocent and natural in some peoples, 
but which the Jews never wnderstood.” 

Reduced to plain English what does this mean ? 

Does it mean that although the Jews did not understand it (is 
“‘never’’ quite accurate, by the way ?), idolatry is nevertheless helpful ? 


Again, pp. 66/67: “It is useless to deny that St. Paul regarded 
Christianity as, at least on one side, a mystery-religion. . . It was as a 
mystery-religion that Europe accepted Christianity . . . And students of 
the New Testament have not yet realised the importance of the fact 
that St. Paul, who was ready to fight to the death against the Judaising 
of Christianity, was willing to take the first step, and a long one, towards 
the Paganising of it. It does not appear that his personal religion was 
of this type. He speaks with contempt of some doctrines and practices 
of Pagan mysteries, and will allow no ‘rapprochement’ with what he 
regards as devil-worship. In this he remains a pure Hebrew. But he 
does not appear to see any danger in allowing his Hellenistic churches to 
assimilate the worship of Christ to the honours paid to the gods of the 
mysteries, and to set their whole religion in this framework, provided 
only that they have no part nor lot with those who sit at ‘the table of 
demons ’—the sacramental love-feasts of the heathen mysteries.” 


+ 2 Peter ii. 1. 11D Cor, xi 13; || Gal. ii. 4. 
¥ Matt. vii. 15, xxiv. 11, Mark xiii. 22, 1 John iv. 1. 
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Now what in the name of common sense does all this mean? Of 
course ‘modern scholars’ understand the tone, the wording, the lesson 
(is there one?) pervading this kind of high-sounding talk. But from a 
churchman to churchpeople it is un-Pauline and un-ecclesiastical. It 
is walking unconcernedly on dangerous ground. It is hinting always at 
an undercurrent of unbelief latent in the ‘modern scholar’s’ inmost soul. 

Hither we have God’s true religion and our mystery-cult is absolutely 
un-pagan and unlike any other in the world, or for Deus let us substitute 
Di and be done with it, and wipe out all Paul’s striving to inculcate the 
lesson of ‘‘ the one true God.” 

But this is not nearly all. For close after this comes another 
astonishing sentence : 

“There is something transitional about all St. Paul’s teaching.” 

This curious Acyov is left unexplained and followed-by a perfectly 
harmless ten lines (bottom of p. 67), but the sting of the word remains. 
There is nothing permanent then about the foundations of Christianity as 
preached by Paul? What does the excellent Dean mean? That things 
which might offend the modern feminine suffragist are to be found in 
Paul’s teaching? But he has just disallowed the Epistles in which the 
major part of this teaching occurs! We have to give it up. 

But the Dean is not a consistent writer anyway, for on p. 60 he says 
first of Paul’s language: “‘ His Greek, though vigorous and effective, is 
neither correct nor elegant’’—and then a few lines below: ‘“‘ Regarded 
merely as a piece of poetical prose 1 Cor. xiii. 7s finer than anything that 
has been written in the Greek language since the great Attic prose writers.” 

And is this also a modern discovery ? 

I have said that Dean Inge is not consistent. We find another 
instance on p. 50. Under verbiage and somewhat elaborate language he 
seeks to impress us with the scholar’s profundity, yet his study of 
Ramsay (cited among his authorities on the first page) is not profound 
enough for him to avoid direct and unnecessary antagonism to Ramsay’s 
views as to St. Paul’s family.t Dean Inge writes (without in the 
slightest degree indicating that this is opposed to Ramsay, whom he is 
reviewing inter alios): 

“St. Paul did not belong to the upper class. He was a working 

artisan, a ‘ tent-maker,’ who followed one of the regular trades of the 

place.” 
Ramsay accounts quite otherwise for St. Paul’s poverty, and I 
cannot but think that Ramsay has the better and more solid foundation 
for his views. In as fine a passage as one can find in his works, and 
with an almost unerring instinct for happy solutions and inspiring views, 
quite above the clap-trap of the schools, Ramsay describes the scene at 
home after St. Paul’s conversion, the bitter words which must have passed 


+ Succinetly stated on pp. 31/37 of ‘St. Paul the Traveller.’ 
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from father to son, incidentally exhibiting, by an ‘e silentio’ method, the 
reality of St. Paul’s conversion, the certainty of his heavenly vision, and 
the permanence of his new views as to religion. He pictures the final 
break with home ties, and our apostle become a wanderer upon the face 
of the earth; then, and only then, driven to take up a trade for his 
living. Not that he learned the trade then, for in accordance with 
custom he had doubtless learned it at home, but that after leaving a 
comparatively affluent family ‘milieu’ he had to face the world alone 
for the first time. 

Again, a cruel and subtle endeavour is made by referring the ‘ thorn 
in the flesh’ of St. Paul to a predisposition to epilepsy—here again our 
good Dean is following Drews—to account for his ‘visions’ and the 
matter of his conversion. 

It is as subtle as it is cruel, and as cruel as it is subtle, for it is 
introduced some distance away from the main theme of the conversion, 
which is discussed as follows: 

‘What caused the sudden change which so astonished the survivors 
among his victims? ‘To suppose that nothing prepared for the vision 
near Damascus, that the apparition in the sky was a mere ‘ bolt from the 
blue,’ is an impossible theory. The best explanation is furnished by a 
study of the apostle’s character” (observe the subtlety of the allusion) 
‘“‘ which we really know very well... . 

‘‘The vision came in the desert, where men see visions and hear voices 
to this day. They were very common in the desert of Gobi when Marco 
Polo traversed it. The ‘spirit of Jesus,’ as he came to call it, spoke to 
his heart, and the form of Jesus flashed before his eyes.t Stephen had 
been right; the crucified was indeed the Lord from Heaven. So Saul 
became a Christian; and it was to the Christianity of Stephen, not to that 
of James the Lord’s brother, that he was converted.” 

Here the Dean comes out more into the open. Reduced to plain 
English it is this. Paul was an epileptic. The vision he saw took place 
during such an attack. He imagined that Jesus had appealed to him, 
but the vision was no more real than any other which other men from 
that day to this have experienced in the same neighbourhood. He was 
really converted by pondering over Stephen’s attitude and steadfastness. 

Turning back to p. 51 you will find how the Dean falls into line 
about this epilepsy theory. He guards the matter slightly. ‘‘ He was 
liable to mystical trances in which some have found confirmation of the 
supposition that he was an epileptic.’”” That sounds mild, but close by 
he goes on to add that the belief of ‘some’ is also his belief; for he says: 
“He suffered from some obscure physical trouble, the nature of which we 
can only guess. Jt was probably epilepsy.” He then proceeds to say : 
“But these abnormal states were rare with him; in writing to the 


t+ The Dean means as an epileptic. 
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Galatians he has to go back fourteen years to the date when he was 
‘caught up to the third Heaven.’” This serves a double purpose, 
implying the epileptic fits were rare but none the less real although 
connected with heavenly visions. But does not Dean Inge see that the 
ground is untenable? No man, subject to epilepsy, would have dared to 
imperil the efficacy of his message by falling down in a fit at a critical 
moment, ‘That surely ‘va de soi’ as to Paul’s character. Secondly, the 
long interval between visions stamps them as quite exceptional and as 
having nothing to do with epilepsy, for an epileptic subject could never 
have gone through the long series of trials and privations and hardships 
which fell to the lot of Paul without a frequent recurrence of the malady. 
Nothing loth, however, Dean Inge continues (p. 52): 
“At that time anyone who underwent a psychical experience, for 
which he could not account, believed that he was possessed by a spirit 
good or bad.” 
This is the modern method of argument. If the epilepsy suggestion 
does not work, fall back on a statement such as this, to destroy man’s 
belief in anything superterrestrial. In plain English: ‘‘ If Paul’s visions 
were not due to epilepsy, at any rate he was mistaken in thinking he 
had been near the third Heaven or had any intercourse with the unseen 
world.” Or in other words: ‘“‘ We plain matter-of-fact twentieth-century 
theologians reduce all these things to terrestrial terms. We have nothing 
to do with the extra-terrestrial. We profess to believe in God and Jesus. 
Christ whom He has sent from Heaven, but really we do nothing of the 
kind. We would like to, but the full evidence, you know, is wanting, and 
pending further light we must just behave like common-sense mortals.” { 
Not content with the denial of the reality of Paul’s communion with 
Christ, Dean Inge also falls foul of St. Luke’s predilection for the super- 
natural. He has entirely failed to see that if a physician can believe in the 
supernatural a churchman can also do so, but, as I say, that is beyond the 
churchman of today. He sees the miracle of the awakening Spring and 
‘passes by on the other side,” seeking and praying for ‘‘ more light.”’ 
This is what the Dean has to say of St. Luke (p. 48): ‘‘...amanof very 
attractive character; full of kindness, loyalty and Christian charity. He 
is the most feminine (not effeminate) writer in the New Testament, and 
shows a marked partiality for the tender aspects of Christianity. He 1s 
attracted by miracles and by all that makes history picturesque and 
romantic.” This sounds delightful, but wait only a few lines (p. 49): 
“The narrative is coloured in places by the historian’s love for the 
miraculous.” Our critic, observe, does not in his certificate of good 
character say that St. Luke is either ‘sober’ or ‘ truthful.’ 


+ One of these days, however, a man who does not believe in ‘ miracles,’ or anything 
extra-terrestrial, will be considered crude, ignorant, uneducated and incapable of appre- 
hending inter-cosmic phenomena (see article by Sir Wm. Barrett, F.R.s., in Contemporary 
Review for June 1914), 

21 
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According to the Dean he is neither. The Dean, like Robinson 
Smith, makes no apology for calling St. Luke a har. And I make no 
apology for putting this plain interpretation into the Dean’s mouth, for 
here is what he says (only seven lines further down) : 

“The Greek historian invented speeches for his principal characters ; 
this was a conventional way of elucidating the situation for the benefit 
of his readers. Everyone knows how Thucydides, the most conscientious 
historian in antiquity, habitually uses this device, and how candidly he 
explains his method. Wr CAN HARDLY DOUBT THAT THE AUTHOR OF 
AcTs t+ HAS USED A SIMILAR FREEDOM, though the report of the address 
to the elders of Ephesus reads like a summary of an actual speech.” 

Could disguised venom, wrapped up in the soft qualifying and slightly 
guarded phrases of the modern school, go further ? 

This kind of thing ecclesiastics do not seem to consider either 
dangerous or heretical. I write as a layman and I solemnly assure them 
that they will reap a whirlwind from this wicked sowing. For wicked 
seeds they are, put forth for our comfort and edification (God save 
the mark !), 

Can it be possible that ecclesiastics at only forget the Master’s 
admonitions ‘‘ Let your communication be yea yea, nay nay, for whatso- 
ever is more than these (repiccov tovTwv) is from evil (é« tod Tovnpod 
€éovwv),” but that they scurrilously suggest that our Lord’s own sub-followers 
were addicted to falsehood and to the literary affectations of the times in 
delivering their solemn message? Messieurs les Ecclésiastiques, allow 
me as a layman to say that such a suggestion is not only unworthy but 
scandalous. And you have no proofs of it to offer. 

What you do offer us is an extrinsic and emasculated Christianity as 
far removed from the real thing as is your own doctrine from that which 
you impute to Paul with his pure mysticism (p. 53), ‘‘ The mystical 
doctrine of the Spirit of Christ immanent in the soul of the believer, a 
conception which was the core of St. Paul’s personal religion,” only you 
spoil it by using the expression “‘a conception,” as if Paul had ‘conceived’ 
it and it was not after all real ! 

Away with your half-truths and your innuendoes or you will soon 
preach to empty benches. 

The early Church which lived according to the precepts of the 
Didache had many notable Evangelists besides St. Paul. Like some of 
Paul’s letters their names have perished or are only briefly recorded in 
the lists of Paul’s co-workers, but who can stand in the silent chambers 
of the private burial places of great Roman-Christian citizens of the first 
century and not realize that Peter’s message, as well as Paul’s, that the 


+ Just above, the Dean practically admits the Lucan authorship of Acts. (This 
comparison with Thucydides evidently comes ace from the classroom of some 
University lecturer.) 
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messages of Luke and Mark and John and Justus, and Apollos, as well as 
those of Timothy, of Silvanus, of Philemon and Sosthenes, of Titus and 
Onesiphorus, Urbanus and Stachys and Apelles, of Crescens and Clement, 
of Tychicus and Artemas, of Erastus and Trophimus, of Ampliatus, of 
Persis, of Zenas and Apollos, of Archippus, of Epaphroditus, Epaphras 
and Aristarchus, of Philologus, of Asyncritus and Patrobas, of Epaenetus, 
Rufus, Hermes, Hermas, Phlegon, of Eubulus, Pudens and Linus, of 
Tertius Paul’s scribe, of Apphia, Prisca and Aquila, of Claudia, of Phebe, 
of Tryphaena and Tryphosa and Julia, contributed to the continuity of 
the Christian Church apart from Paul himself. 

These all standing shoulder to shoulder t fought the heretics of that 
day: Hymenaetus and Philetus, Phygellus and Hermogenes, Demas and 
the rest. They fought them to a standstill for a time. But we,—we,— 
we dally with heresies and toy with fire. I do not lay myself open to 
the rebuke that the above-named represent St. Paul’s own converts, for 
they do not, all of them. Besides St. Paul confesses himself to have 
been refreshed by others (1 Cor. xvi. 17) : “‘ But I rejoice at the presence 
of Stephanas and Fortunatus and Archaicus, for that which was lacking 
on your part these have fulfilled. For they have refreshed (avéravoayr) t 
my own spirit as well as yours (cal To tuav). Recognise therefore such 
as these (good) men.” 

Their preaching must then have been, like that of Paul himself, 
productive of far-reaching results. 

Again (Rom. xvi. 7): “Salute Andronicus and Junias my kinsmen, 
and my fellow prisoners who are of note among the apostles, who also 
have been in Christ before me.” 

Two things stand out here, first that some of Paul’s kinsfolk were 
of the Faith, and secondly a humble recognition that he, Paul, was still 
the “least of the Apostles,” and that the other workers were doing as 
great a work as he himself. 

Has the Dean forgotten St. Paul’s growth in grace? As _ his 
ministry flourished, so he himself becomes more humble. As Christ 
from the ‘good shepherd’ (John x. 11) becomes the ‘great shepherd’ 
(Heb. xiii. 20) and then the ‘chief shepherd’ (1 Pet. v. 4), so St. Paul 


decreases: A.D. 57 ‘‘I am the least of the apostles” (1 Cor. xv. 9 ) 
A.D. 61/8 “less than the least of all saints” ( Eph. iii. 8 ) 
A.D. 65? “...sinners, of whomIam chief” (1 Tim.i. 15) 


In the light of this what does Dean Inge’s sentence mean on p. 54 ?— 
“It does not seem likely that a man of so lofty and heroic character 
was ever seriously troubled with ignominious temptations.” 


¢ Didache*%-? ruxvds. “mukvds b€ cuvvayOnoecbe (nrotvtes Ta dynkovra Tais Wuyais 
Upav.” 

t The same word as at Matt. xi. 28 ‘Come unto me all ye that labour and are 
heavy laden and I will give you rest.” 


VBS toa 
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Yet he starts his article thus (p. 45): 

“With St. Paul it is quite different. He is a saint without a 
luminous halo. His personal characteristics are too distinct and too 
human to make idealisation easy. For this reason he has never been 
the subject of popular devotion. Shadowy figures like St. Joseph and 
St. Anne have been divinised and surrounded with picturesque legends ; 
but St. Paul has been spared the honour or the ignominy of being coaxed 
and wheedled by the piety of paganised Christianity.” 

It is Inge therefore who in the sentence on p. 54 elevates St. Paul 
further above other mortals than the Church has ever elevated St. Joseph 
or St. Anne! 

"Tis a curious bit of writing on p. 54, and implies a strange sub- 
conscious strain in the mind of the Dean. 

But if St. Paul ‘turned the world upside-down ”’ it was only to assist 
in founding through others the glorious heritage which is ours to-day, 
not by human agency, not by any St. Paul—as Drews and Inge suggest— 
but by Divine agency permitting certain instruments to stand out above 
others, but only ‘‘ by permission.” 

This article by the Dean of St. Paul’s Cathedral is cold-blooded, and 
not really scholarly. The whole message is tinged with phrases which 
sound ill in a Dean’s mouth. 

Thus his disquisition on the God of the Old Testament (p. 54/55) is 
a lurid example of what not to write. ‘‘ The distinctive feature of the 
Jewish religion is not, as is often supposed, its monotheism... And 
when Jahveh became more strictly ‘the only God,’ the cult of inter- 
mediate beings came in and restored a quasi-polytheism...’’ What is 
the Dean talking about? Of Israel’s pure religion or of its lapses ? 

This is dealing with the matter from a purely literary standpoint, a 
point of view which ruined Westcott and Hort’s work on the New 
Testament text, and a standpoint which is as foreign to the spirit of 
the glorious Gospel as anything that can well be imagined. To become 
entangled in folk-lore and to dissociate Paul’s personal religion from 
his teaching (pp. 53, 63, 66) is undignified, to say the least. 

Progress is barred, gentlemen, unless we return to the “old paths,” | 
for there can be nothing new in the religion of Jesus Christ. Hither 
there was one authoritative revelation, and one sacrifice once for all, or 
there was not. No via media exists. All this beating about the bush leads 
but to confusion and apostasy, ‘‘and if the righteous scarcely be saved, 
where shall the ungodly and the sinner appear ?”’ (1 Peter iv. 18). There 
is one royal road and only one, and that was clearly indicated by others 
besides St. Paul. If Paul had never lived the message would have lived on. 

Therefore when Dean Inge, following Drews, says: 

“« Tt is impossible to guess what would have become of Christianity tf he 
(Paul) had never lived; we cannot even be sure that the name of Jesus 
would still be honowred among men,” 
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we lift our hands in horror and exclaim: Is this a Dean writing? Is this 
his message of consolation to the afflicted, the sin-sick and the sorrowful ? 
Has he understood his hero at all if he writes thus of him? Would not 
St. Paul himself be the most shocked of all of us to read this utter reversal 
of the divine order of events ? 

The Dean means (I will presume this in all charity) that St. Paul 
was the instrument chosen of God to be the chief missionary to the 
nations. If he means only this it is nothing new, and no new discovery 
of these latter days ! 

But if he means that Paul by a series of fortuitous visions during 
epileptic attacks had false views, had imaginary communion with Jesus 
Christ, preached a pure but vain Gospel on shadowy grounds, was not 
‘““a chosen vessel” but a self-appointed advocate of a religious mystery- 
cult, and but for this delusion would never have preached and written, 
and that it was owing to St. Paul’s delusions that the western world 
embraced Christianity, then I say it is time to call a halt and ask these 
clerics to put their articles into plain and unphilosophical English that 
we may understand, we laymen, what is before us, and decide whether 
or not to leave “ the Church.” 

In the words of Jeremiah (xxiii. 32): 

Behold, Iam against them that prophesy false dreams, saith the Lord, 
and do tell them, and cause my people to err by their lies and by their 
lightness ; yet I sent them not nor commanded them ; therefore they shall 
not profit this people at all, saith the Lord. 


Let us turn on the other hand to a more helpful view of such 
matters. ; 

When a Frenchman applies himself seriously to a deep study I find 
his reasoning more cogent, his conclusions more exhaustive, his explana- 
tions more luminous, his summaries more definite, and his entire critical 
attitude more scientific and profound than the similar series of mental or 
psychic efforts on the part of a German, an Englishman, or an American. 

I would therefore commend a very bright comprehensive and 
thorough-going synopsis of New Testament criticism by André Arnal, 
Professor of Theology at Montauban, which reached me recently from 
‘a friend, and which appeared in the mid-February number for the 
current year of a periodical called Fort et Vim, published in Paris. The 
article is entitled “Le Nowveaw Testament devant la critique,” and will 
help many to a clearer view of the great issues which are so often confused 
and befogged in the mass of semi-philosophical and pseudo-scientific 
critical literature which rushes at us from every corner of so-called 
Christendom. 

I will quote one pregnant sentence towards the close of this twenty- 
two column article, and urge my readers to obtain and read the whole 
article for themselves. It will do them good, from Dr. Sanday and 
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Dr. Harnack down through the rank and file of our critics. They will 

probably agree with every word which Dr. Arnal has printed, and yet 

their doctrine is not set forth at all in the same way. We miss the 
dignified constructive character in their works. 

Here is Dr. Arnal’s summary : 

“‘T] faut qu’au savoir parfois un peu amer que donne la critique 
s’ajoute le savoir, infiniment. plus précieux, que donne l’expérience 
religieuse personnelle ; & l’étude qui veut comprendre doit s’unir la pritre 
qui ne veut qu’adorer. es deux ne sont pas nécessairement liées: c'est 
pourquoi il y a des savants qui manquent de foi, et des croyants qui 
manquent de connaissance. NI L’UN NI L’AUTRE CONDITION NE SONT 
ENVIABLES POUR QUI VEUT BTRE UN THMOIN DU CHRIST...” 

‘‘ Neither the one (attitude) nor the other condition is desirable for 
anyone who wishes to be a witness for Christ.” This is a true saying. 
The ‘‘savants qui manquent de foi” are summed up in 2 Tim. iii. 7: 
“ Hver learning and never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.” 
In the same chapter the ‘‘ croyants qui manquent de connaissance” are 
assured that the real man of God, to be ‘“‘complete and thoroughly 
furnished unto all good works,’ must be thoroughly versed in the 
Scriptures. 

So, insensibly, Dr. Arnal almost uses the language of this Pastoral 
Epistle to illustrate his point, and yet we are asked by such as Dean 
Inge to doubt that St. Paul wrote the Pastoral Epistles. Well, if he did 
not, a greater than Paul then was faithful enough to warn us of the last 
times !—to warn us of those “‘ having a form of godliness but denying 
the power thereof,” and so we find that if Paul had never lived, the name 
of Jesus would not have been forgotten among men, for the writer of the 
Pastoral Epistles has kept alive the deepest truths and teachings of the 
Christian religion. 

Sublime epistles! whether of Paul or of Apollos or of another mighty 
servant of God! 

Did a second-century forger then invent the introductions to both 
epistles ?— 

(1 Tim.) Paul an apostle of Jesus Christ by the commandment of God 
our Saviour, and Lord Jesus Christ which is our hope, unto 
Timothy my own son in the faith.... 

(2 Tim.) Paul an apostle of Jesus Christ by the will of God, according to 
the promise of life which is in Christ Jesus, to Timothy my 
dearly beloved son... 

Perish the thought that these sublime prologues of ‘life’ and 
“hope” in Christ Jesus should not be from the pen of Paul. But,—if 
they and the epistles themselves are not of Paul, then Dean Inge’s 
contention falls to the ground of its own false-weight, for the name of 
Christ would have lived on among men by means of these short and 
superb epistles, even .if Paul’s other universally acknowledged writings 
had perished, or if he himself had never lived. 
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Conclusion. 


Our daily actions are based as much on the experience of the past 
and upon the probabilities of the future as upon our own knowledge 
of what a day may bring forth. We live, in other words, by Faith. 
But Faith seems to have abandoned the circles where the cult of 
both the higher and the lower criticism flourishes. Those in these 
circles desire facts and tangible proof, like Thomas, demonstra- 
tive evidence, rexunpiov as St. Luke calls it (Acts i. 3), and do not 
seem to seek this evidence in the proper direction. To revive the 
Egyptian textual standard of a.p. 200-400 is not scientific, and it is 
certainly not final. The truth is scattered over all our documents and 
is not inherent entirely in any one document, nor in any two. Hort 
persuaded himself that where NB were together (as for jpev instead of 
aipe: at John x. 18) they must be right. This kind of fetichism must be 
done away with. Other documents having the same base must be con- 
sulted for the necessary ‘‘control”’ in these passages of % and B, such as 
the cursives 892 and Paris”. Nor can we lightly disregard W when in 
opposition to NB. 

A reference to the quotation from Hippocrates on our title-page may 
not be out of place here. The aphorism was well rendered into French 
by A. de Mercy in 1811: 

La vie est courte, Vart est long, Voccasion passe vite, Vexpérience est 
trompeuse, le jugement difficile. 

Le médecin doit non-seulement faire ce qui convient, Iu DOIT ENCORE 
FAIRE CONCOURIR LE MALADE et ceux qui Ventourent et les choses externes. 


Oh for the Faith of him healed by Peter and John in the name of 
“Jesus Christ the Nazarene,’ the result of which is described by St. Luke 
in the medical term odAoxAnpia ‘“ perfect soundness”’ (Act i. 16). May 
‘perfect soundness ” in matters of doctrine and of criticism be restored to 
us, so that like another blind man healed by the Nazarene Himself in a 
twofold operation, we may ‘look up and see all things clearly’ (Mark 
vill. 25). 

Enp oF Part I. 


THANK GoD, ALL THE SHIFTING TO AND FRO OF TEXTS, ALL RECENSIONS AND 
REVISIONS, AND ALL VARIOUS READINGS, CANNOT TOUCH OR ALTER THE WHOLE BODY OF 
TRUTH AS WE HAVE IT REVEALED TO US IN Hoty ScrIPTURE; BUT THE SLUMBERING 
DEPTHS OF GoD’s ETERNAL COUNSELS SHALL REMAIN EVER SAFE FROM THE RIPPLES MADE 
BY THE BREATH OF MAN ON THE SURFACE OF His Worp.—S. C. Malan. From the 

Preface to‘ St. John’s Gospel translated from the eleven oldest versions,’ London, 1862. 


488 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


POSTSCRIPT. 


Referring to pp. 252/255 in re eps or trep, it is to be noted that 
in the fragment of an “‘uncanonical Gospel” just published (Vol. X., 
March 1914, Oxyr"’**) by Grenfell and Hunt, we meet with the expression, 
on folio 2 recto col. 1: 
kat TpocevxecOe uTEp TwV EXOpwV ULwV 


and the general language of the fragmentary context of this early 
fourth-century document is more akin to St. Luke’s diction than to 
St. Matthew’s. 
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Bornemann 55 293 
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Burgon, Dean Introduction p. x, 35 68 307 327 381 383 385 note 391 394 415 
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Buttmann 147note 281 
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banddin Mark 131 
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C (the manuscript) 189 et alibi 
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Cross-questioning of witnesses 195 (quotation) 

Crum and Kenyon Preface p. v, 317 
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320 note 323 326 337 344 346 353 355 368 375 380 382 400 402 403/5 414 418 424 435 436 et 
passim (see also under B against Origen) 

Origen’s ‘‘niceties” 10 37 58 65 218 272 283 286 note 353 

“* Overwhelming evidence” 52 

Oxyrynchus papyri Introduction p. viii seq 488 

6AoKAnpia 487 


ots and twas 1385/6 


ovmw and otk 377 
ore and eis to 243 seq 


he Preface p. iii 

“Pairs” 10 11 note 21 57 58 59 60 note 62 63 64 108 113 118 121 128 214 272note 301 349 351 
355 365 376 378 380 381 383 384 385 386 387 388/90 391 393 395 414 

Papias 202 

Papyri Introduction p. viii seq, 41 167 266 

Paris®’ 111 336 note et passim 

Participles 336 (see under ‘‘ Change of tense”’) 

Partitive genitive 38 212 274 461 

Pastoral epistles 475 seq 


Paul, St. (See St. Paul) 


Perfect tense 339/40 349 ef alibi (see under ‘“‘ Change of tense ”’) 

Pericope de adult, 334 

Persian version 15 30 261 303 306 308 332 368 394 396 404 435 436 437 433 439 440 441 442 443 
449 450 et alibi ; 

Peter of Alexandria 16 27 313 note 

‘Peter, preaching of’ 423 note 

Peyron 229 


Phileas Preface p. iii 


Philemon, genuineness of 475 

Plautus 133note 176/7 notes 

Pleonasm, see ‘‘ Redundancy,” and for list of Marcan pleonasms 115 
Polycarp 253 419 seq 

Polyglot text 7 18 275 313 417 

Possessive before the noun 20 21 22 23 24 101 114 233 267 347 et alibi 


4 Pre-Alexandrian 270 ete. 
} Pre-Syrian 270 374etc. 
_ Prepositions 52 53 


~ (exchange of) 19 45 47 52 53 58 68 108 219 232 251/3 
Principles of criticism 1 seq 314 et alibi 
“Provincial” handling 163 note et alibi; see also Part II. p. se 


| Punctuation 100 273 . 


wep. and vrep 252/5 488 : 
TANI, TiumAnut and TAnpow 341/2 


* mpocevxoua: 239and note 252 
y mpocpavew 289/90 


496 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 


“@” 41and note 472 


Ramsay, Sir W. 140 459 460 479 

Reason for writing this essay 110 etc. 

Redundancy 651 54 104 112 115 116 118 128 190 201 note 203 269 273 277 279 293 

Retranslation 128 136 140/71 172 note 178 

Revised Version 66 107 120 268 278 303 305 310 313 314 315 319note 324 331 341 342 346 35 
354 359 360 369 371 373 377 380 383 384 395 399 note et alibi 

Robinson, Armytage (Dean of Wells) 423 


Sabatier 383 453 

Salmon, Dr. facing p. xvi, 1 8/9 347 

Sanders, H. A. 124 157note 200 414 

Schaaf 52 360 

Schmidtke, A. 251 393 

Schmiedel, Dr. P. 23 

Scholz 50 138 167 335 344 438 440 455 

Scrivener, Dr. 109 167 315 321 note 383 393 457 438 

Semitic versions 375 et passim 

Septuagint I16note 41 48 53 55/59 63 90 94 113 149 note 194 280 341 3938/9 419 

“Shorter” text 51 54 76 114 210 211 240 251 258 259 268 270 271 272 273 277 279 281 288 28 
801 318 369 429seq 435 438 et alibi; and see ‘‘ Longer” text. 

Smith, Robinson 469 seq 

Soden, Hans von 27 246 note 373 note 

»  Hermannvon 6 141 414 425 454 461 465 et passim (see also Part II. passim) 
5 as », Review of 460 

Solecisms of B, see ‘‘ Unique readings ”’ 

Souter, A. Preface p.iand note, ii, v, 3 24 27 48 73note 83 1058/7 119 144 237 note 257 258 26: 
283 301 note 308 310 313 314 318 331 341 342 345/7 377 378 381 note 332 383 385 note 391 

Spelling 338and note et alibi; cf. ‘‘ Form” 

St. Paul’s conversion 480 

ze , diction 55/6 253 265 note 

» 9» family 479 483 

*; »  growthin grace 483 

language 479 

i; » Malady 480 

+ ,, teaching 479 

- »,  Yisions 480 481 

Swete, Dr. Preface p. iii (and see Part II. p. 188 note) 

Symbols of mss 434 

Synonyms 31seq (Matt) 46 49 55 65 67 73note 80 89 seg (Mark) 112 140seq 201, 242 (Luke 
311/13 340 seq (John) 403 416 

Synoptic accommodation 24 104 105 106 107 253 254 267 268 273 274 277 280 287 288 

Synoptic diction 15 26 27 31 32 33 38 41note 43 46 48 61 64 67 68 83 84 97 123 135 211 21 
237 275 276 283 292 293 295 296 314 409 410 411 424 note 

Synoptic source 41 (and see under “ Harmonistic ”’) 

. Syriac interaction Introduction p. xiii 

Syriac and Latin opposed Introduction, p. xiii, 277 etc. 

Syriac and Latin with B against Coptic 241 

Syriac and Coptic with B against Latin 242 

Syriac Latin and Coptic with B 241 289 : 

Syriac sympathy with B 28 seq (Matt), 83 (Mark), 231 (Luke) 240 274, 300 332 (John) 343 


Tatian Introduction p. xii, xiii, 44 195 230 

Tense, see ‘‘ Change of ” 

Tertullian 14 55 132 140note 204/5 208 219 249 250 276 300 301 303 329 356 359 8370/1 3: 
401 425 429note 449 463 464 471 473 476 et saepe 

Textus receptus 435 seq 456 et alibi 

Thackeray, F. St.J. 116note 264 281 293 

Theodore Preface p. iii 

Theodotus 423/4 


GENERAL INDEX. 497 


Theophilus of Antioch 250 425/6 
Theophrastus 412 
Thucydides 482 


Tischendorf Preface p.v, 20note 23 29 37 41 48 45 47 55 and note 60 80 83 86 87 98 94 100 note 
101 106 108 113 117 193 note 144note 147 157 note 162 note 167 note 185 note 192 note 193 note 
196 note 200 204 note 205 213 note 214 226 2297 237 238 244 259 268 269 273 275 278 280 283 
290 292 294 300 303-308 314 note 318 319 320 321 note 322 323 324 325and note 326 328 note 
329 330 336 339 344 345 350 351 360 note 364 367 371 note 373 375 379 and note 383 385 note 


386 389 391 note 393 396 397 399 404 405 note 407 note 429 note 432 435 436 437 438 440 442 
445 446 449 450 452 453 455 459 


Transition of number 55 seq 

Tregelles 99 238 295 382 442 

Turner, C.H. Preface p. v, Introduction p. vii seq, 23 195 347 350 note 412 seq 427 428 457 
Texunptoy 487 

Twas and obs i and 3885/6 

Towvy 284. 


Underlying Greek text 313 328 et alibi 

Unique readings in B 14 seq (Matt), 74 seq (Mark), 208 seq (Luke) 266, 299 seq (John) 
vuwy and vu 356 seq 

umep and mept 252/5 488 


Valentinians 70 424 

Verbs, simple and compound Introduction p. x, 54 59 109 228 229 248 255 275 284/5 288 292 294 
344/7 (Jo. iv. 15) 

Verdict, the 465 

Versions, influence of 65/66 3857/8 375 3878 462 et passim 

‘“‘Version tradition” 313 346 463 seq et alobi 

Vogels, H. J. 462 

Voice, see ‘‘ Change of” 


W 72 7781 S2note 99 102 note 118 1386 143 150 151 173 183 239 note 240 note 249 251 414 et alibi 
saepe 

W 6b 178 note 

Wd 182 

We 72 130 173 196/7 et saepe 

W be 78 199 200etc. 

‘“¢Wanderworte”’ 438 

Westcott 139 406 

Western non-interpolations 271 

“ Western” text 8 259 268 271 377 et passim 

Wetstein 109 118 167 344 398 note 

Wiclif 56 note 

Winer, ‘Grammar’ of 57 note 92 94 218 note 264 281 285 286 293 3801 456 457 458 

Wordsworth and White 54note 119 311 393note 414 

Wordsworth, Bp. C. 476 note 477 


Xpnuara and xtnmara 15 199 
xwpis and avev 202 note 
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